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RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 
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USACE United States Army Corps of Engineer 
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City of Santa Cruz 

Environmental Checklist Form/Initial Study 

I. Background 

1. Project Title:  

Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant Concrete Tanks Replacement Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

212 Locust Street 

Santa Cruz, California 95060 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

Jessica Martinez-McKinney, Associate Planner, 831.420.5322 

4. Project Location: 

Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant 

715 Graham Hill Road, Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 060-141-05 

Refer to Figures 1 and 2.  

5.  Project Applicant’s/Sponsor’s Name and Address: 

City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

212 Locust Street, Santa Cruz, California 95060 

6. General Plan Designation: 

The proposed project area is designated as Community Facilities in the City of Santa 

Cruz General Plan. Adjacent land uses have been designated as Very Low Density 

Residential (0.1-1 Dwelling Unit/Acre) by City of Santa Cruz, and Rural Residential (2.5-20 

acres per developable unit) and Mountain Residential (10-40 acres per developable 

unit) by the County of Santa Cruz. 

7. Zoning: 

The project area is zoned Public Facilities (PF) by the City of Santa Cruz Planning Department.  

8. Description of the Project: 

Project Background 

The Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant (GHWTP) is a surface water treatment plant which 

provides the City of Santa Cruz (City) Water Department’s service area and over 95,000 

residents with their main source of potable water supply. The GHWTP site is within the City of 
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Santa Cruz jurisdiction but surrounded by developed properties within the unincorporated 

County of Santa Cruz.  

The GHWTP was built in 1961, expanded in 1968, and modernized in 1987. The 

modernization in 1987 was the last major upgrade at the GHWTP. The GHWTP, which 

has a hydraulic capacity of 24 million gallons of water per day, is a conventional 

water treatment plant, treating local surface waters from multiple sources: the San 

Lorenzo River, Majors Creek, Laguna Creek, Reggiardo Creek, Liddell Spring, and Loch 

Lomond Reservoir.  

The conventional treatment process of the GHWTP consists of taste and odor control, 

pre-chlorination, coagulation, flocculation, sedimentation, dual granular media 

filtration, corrosion control and post-filtration chlorination. Filter backwash water and 

sedimentation basin sludge is recycled through a plate settler clarification system and 

returned to the beginning of the conventional treatment process. The GHWTP is in 

operation twenty-four hours a day, three hundred and sixty-five days a year, and is 

staffed by State certified Water Treatment Operators at all times. A central supervisory 

control and data acquisition system (SCADA) is used to monitor and control the 

treatment process and distribution system facilities. 

In October 2015, City consultants Kennedy Jenks conducted a structural analysis of the 

concrete tanks and identified several deficiencies of the existing concrete tanks. They 

recommended major rehabilitation or replacement of the tanks over the next 10 to 15 

years due to possible tank failure and loss of contents in a seismic event. It was 

determined that to meet the long term needs of the GHWTP, a feasible rehabilitation 

option was not possible due to the age and conditions of the tanks in relation to the 

future needs of the GHWTP to provide reliable and efficient service for the City. The 

purpose of the proposed project is to address the existing GHWTP deficiencies through 

the replacement of identified infrastructure. To reduce seismic risks during the interim 

period, the City has begun operating the facilities at lower water levels, as 

recommended by the Kennedy Jenks structural analysis.  

The proposed improvements project is considered a “Project” under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is an activity directly undertaken by a 

public agency, and because it is supported through the assistance (funding) from one 

or more public agencies (CEQA Statute 21065). The City of Santa Cruz is the Lead 

Agency, responsible for compliance with CEQA and preparation of required 

environmental documentation. The Lead Agency, as defined by CEQA, is the public 

agency that has the primary responsibility for carrying out or approving a project. The 

City of Santa Cruz has prepared this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

(IS/MND) in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  

The City is seeking federal funding for the proposed project through the Drinking Water 

State Revolving Fund program, which is a federal-state partnership to help ensure safe 

drinking water. Because the project may receive federal funding, it is subject to federal 

environmental “cross-cutting regulations” as well as CEQA. The federal “cross-cutting 

regulations” applicable to this project include the Clean Air Act, Endangered Species 
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Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and National Historic Preservation Act. These are 

addressed in Section V, Explanation of Environmental Checklist Responses, under Air 

Quality, Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources, respectively.  

Project Description 

The proposed project would replace three existing concrete tanks that are past their 

anticipated service life, in accordance with the structural analysis and 

recommendations made by Kennedy Jenks (October 2015). Figure 3 includes photos 

of the existing Sludge Storage Tank with staining from a horizontal leak showing the 

existing degradation of the tanks. 

The three tanks proposed for replacement are the 1.0 million gallon (MG) Filtered Water 

Storage Tank, the 0.7 MG Wash Water Reclamation Tank (Reclaim Tank), and the 0.7 

MG Sludge Storage Tank (Figure 4). The purpose of replacing the three tanks is not to 

increase the capacity or expand the services of the GHWTP, but is intended to upgrade 

and improve the reliability and flexibility of the system. These facilities and the 

associated appurtenances are a part of the existing GHWTP water treatment process, 

and would continue to provide the same services following project implementation.  

The three replacement tanks would be constructed largely within the already disturbed 

areas of the GHWTP, in the lower pad area where the existing tanks are currently 

located. The existing lower pad would be expanded to accommodate the new tank 

configuration and construction sequencing, which would be phased to allow for the 

continued operation of the water treatment plant during construction. The proposed 

project elements are described below and summarized in Table 1, Graham Hill Water 

Treatment Plant Concrete Tanks Project – Major Project Elements.  

Upgrades to the new concrete tanks would include a circular raceway chlorine contactor 

with an operational storage tank within the Filtered Water Storage Tank and mechanical 

equipment that would allow the plant operators to use four modes to operate their 

backwash water management system efficiently in the Reclaim and Sludge Storage Tanks.  

In addition to the replacement of the three concrete tanks, two treatment plant pump 

stations would be upgraded. The Reclaim Pump Station would be relocated from the 

top of the existing Reclaim Tank to an at-grade location; the Wash Water Supply Pump 

Station would be relocated from its current location in the Operations Building 

basement to an at-grade location near the new Filtered Water Storage Tank.  

Two new pump stations, appurtenant piping, and equipment would also be installed. A 

new Decant Port Effluent Pump Station would be constructed at-grade to pump 

decanted water from the new Reclaim Tank and new Sludge Storage Tank directly to 

the plant headworks. A Sludge Pump Station vault would be constructed to transfer 

solids between the Reclaim Tank and Sludge Storage Tank. 

Replacement of the tanks also requires installation of ancillary pipelines, including: 

 A 6” pipeline from the Sludge Pump Station to the new Sludge Storage Tank; 

 A 30” drain pipe from the upper processes to the Reclaim and Sludge Storage Tanks; 
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 A 30” drain pipe from the new clearwell to the Reclaim and Sludge Storage Tanks; 

 A 42” raw water pipeline behind the Filtered Water Tank; and, 

 A 42” filtered water and 42” treated water pipeline behind the new Filtered 

Water Tank. 

Implementation of the project would modify the electrical power supply, 

instrumentation, and controls, and would also include the installation of a new flow 

meter vault and meter to monitor the treated water flow rate leaving the GHWTP. A new 

Electrical Building would be constructed on the lower pad area to house associated 

electrical equipment.  

The existing access foot bridge and staircase between the higher elevation (where the 

majority of the treatment and operations occur) and the lower pad area (where the 

tanks are located) would be replaced in-kind. The existing access road to the lower pad 

would be widened and repaved to accommodate construction vehicles and solids 

handling vehicles, as necessary, during plant operations per recommendations made by 

Kennedy Jenks (October 2015).  

Up to five (5) retaining walls are included in the project to provide slope support along the 

site edges and access road. It is anticipated that the longest wall may be up to 450 feet 

long, and collectively the retaining walls would total approximately 850 feet in length. The 

maximum wall height is anticipated to be 32 feet. One additional retaining wall would 

also be required to support the construction of the electrical building. The height and 

length of the electrical building retaining wall would depend on its final location; in the 

currently proposed location, the retaining wall maximum length is 140 feet and the height 

is 20 feet.  

The proposed project has been designed so that it could accommodate possible future 

ultraviolet (UV) disinfection and solids dewatering facilities that may be considered as 

part of a future project. To avoid having to re-excavate the area should these facilities 

be approved in the future, piping, conduit, and other buried infrastructure to facilitate 

potential connections would be installed. 
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Table 1.  Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant Concrete Tanks Project – Major Project Elements 

Defined Project 

Pump Stations 

 Reclaim Pump Station 

 Wash Water Supply Pump Station 

 Decant Port Effluent Pump Station 

 Sludge Pump Station (Vault) 

Tanks 

 One (1) Filtered Water Tank – includes inner wall & roof (1 MG) (adding a raceway for chlorine 

contact) 

 One (1) Reclaim Tank (0.75 MG)  

 One (1) Sludge Storage Tank (0.75 MG)  

Site/Grading 

 Up to 5 Retaining walls 

 Expand existing lower pad to create new pad 

 Expand and improve existing access road 

 36” flow meter vault 

 42” flow meter vault 

 Replace access foot bridge and staircase from upper pad to lower pad 

Other Project Elements 

 Electrical Building  

 Accommodation for possible future ultraviolet (UV) disinfection and solids dewatering facilities 

 Installation of ancillary pipelines, instrumentation, and controls 

 

Project Construction 

Sequencing. Construction of the replacement tanks would need to be phased to allow 

continued operation of the water treatment plant and delivery of treated drinking 

water to the service area. Specifically, the Reclaim Tank and the Filtered Water Storage 

Tanks must be online at all times. The lower pad where the existing Concrete Tanks are 

located does not have adequate space to accommodate construction of the new 

tanks while keeping the existing tanks online. Therefore, the lower pad needs to be 

extended to the area north of the existing tanks. To extend the lower pad north, the 

existing Sludge Storage Tank needs to be demolished. The proposed construction 

sequence may change during construction if the selected general contractor has 

innovative solutions that meet operational and environmental requirements.  

Following demolition of the Sludge Storage Tank and expansion of the lower pad the 

new Electrical Building will be constructed to the south of the existing Filtered Water 

Tank. To construct the Electrical Building, the existing filtered water pipeline would be 

temporarily realigned because the location of the new Electrical Building is on top of 

this pipeline.  

Following construction of the Electrical Building, the new Sludge Storage Tank would be 

constructed on the new lower pad area. Immediately following construction of the new 

Sludge Storage Tank, the new Reclaim Tank would be constructed where the existing 

Sludge Storage Tank is currently located. The new Reclaim Pump Station, Decant Pump 
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Station, and Sludge Pump Station would also be constructed and placed in service 

before the original Reclaim Tank is demolished. After the new Reclaim Tank, Reclaim 

Pump Station, Decant Pump Station, and Sludge Pump Station are operational, the 

existing Reclaim Tank and Reclaim Pump Station would be demolished, and the new 

36-inch and 42-inch filtered water pipelines would be installed. 

The new Filtered Water Tank would then be constructed where the existing Reclaim 

Tank is located. After the new Filtered Water Tank is operational, the existing Filtered 

Water Tank would be demolished. 

When the Filtered Water Tank is operational, the new Wash Water Supply Pump Station 

would be constructed. After the new Wash Water Supply Pump Station is operational, 

the original Wash Water Supply Pump Station located in the Operations Building 

basement would be decommissioned; the pumps, valves and other components would 

be removed; and the pumps’ connections would be sealed.  

Startup and commissioning of the improvements would occur as individual facilities are 

completed. This would allow City use of the facilities prior to the completion of all 

aspects of the project to facilitate the continued operation of the plant.  

Staging. Staging would occur onsite at the GHWTP within the existing lower asphalt pad 

area, parking areas, or previously disturbed areas that currently support operational 

infrastructure. Additional staging and parking would occur near the main headquarters 

throughout the existing paved or gravel areas of the plant. 

In the event that all construction related equipment and materials cannot be 

contained onsite, an offsite staging area would be utilized throughout project 

implementation. The offsite staging area would be located on a site that has been 

previously disturbed, and any adjacent waterways and/or sensitive resources would be 

protected. The site would be located within five (5) miles of the GHWTP, and would be 

approximately 100 x 200 feet in size. Although the City has not determined a specific 

offsite staging area, one area being considered for use is APN 008-012-07, a vacant lot 

owned by the City on River Street. This lot is graveled and has been used by the City for 

materials storage in the past. This site is used regularly by the City for storage and 

staging purposes, and is fenced for security purposes. When in use, BMPs are 

implemented per the City’s Stormwater management program to ensure that the 

adjacent San Lorenzo River and sensitive resources are protected from construction 

related impacts. 

The offsite staging location would be used for materials/equipment storage and/or 

employee parking. The contractor may include security fencing and/or personnel to 

ensure the safety of the equipment and materials used for project construction activities. 

In the event that the offsite area was used for employee parking, a daily shuttle would 

transport employees between the offsite parking location and the GHWTP. If spoils were 

transported and/or stored at the offsite staging area, water quality best management 

practices (BMPs), as described below, would be implemented to ensure that all materials 
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remained contained on the site, and there would be no runoff to adjacent land uses. If 

an offsite staging area is used that deviates from these specifications, additional 

environmental evaluation and review may be required.  

Schedule. It is assumed that construction activities would occur for approximately two 

and a half years, beginning in winter 2019 and ending in summer 2022. Table 2 outlines 

the construction duration for each portion of the project; some of these actions would 

occur concurrently, and therefore, the total duration for all construction activities (116 

weeks) is less than the cumulative number of weeks for each construction action. In 

addition, the total duration for construction activities (116) is less than the anticipated 

construction schedule to account for gaps in construction work that may occur during 

implementation of the project.  

Table 2. Estimated Construction Duration for Project Implementation 

Construction Action Duration 

Mobilize construction materials/equipment to the site, Site preparation 4 weeks 

Site Work/Earthwork/Demolition 20 weeks 

Removal and Replacement of Utilities 36 weeks 

Concrete Work for Tank Replacement 48 weeks 

Install replacement path railing and striping 6 weeks 

Mechanical Work 48 weeks 

Electrical Upgrades 68 weeks 

Other Activities 48 weeks 

Approximate Total Construction Time 116 weeks 

 

Equipment and Materials. Construction equipment that is anticipated for use includes 

excavators, scrapers, loaders, backhoes, graders, compacters, pavers, water trucks, 

boomtrucks, cranes, concrete pumps, air compressors and trucks for transporting materials. 

Waste and debris from demolishing the existing tanks and structures would be 

transported incrementally from the GHWTP to the City of Santa Cruz Resource Recovery 

Facility at Dimeo Lane or another approved waste disposal facility.  

Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs). The following construction BMPs would be 

implemented throughout project related construction activities to minimize impacts to the 

environment that may occur through the project. 

Air Quality and Water Quality 

The following construction BMPs would be implemented to minimize negative effects on 

air quality and water quality throughout construction activities. 

1. Implementation of the project would result in the ground disturbance of more than 

one acre and, therefore, would be regulated under the Clean Water Act through 

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater program, 

which requires compliance with the Construction General Permit. This permit 

requires the development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) which must describe the site, the facility, erosion and sediment 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -8- March 2019 

controls, runoff water quality monitoring, means of waste disposal, implementation 

of approved local plans, control of construction sediment and erosion control 

measures, maintenance responsibilities, and non-stormwater management controls. 

The inspection of construction sites before and after storms is also required to 

evaluate stormwater discharge from the construction site, and to identify and 

implement additional erosion controls, where necessary. Compliance with the 

NPDES-required SWPPP would reduce the overall risk of soil erosion. 

2. All construction and staging activities would be conducted in accordance with 

the City’s Storm Water and Grading Ordinances (Chapters 16.19 Storm Water 

and Urban Runoff Pollution Control and 18.45 Excavation and Grading 

Regulations) and the City’s Construction Work Best Management Practices, 

Chapter 4 of the Best Management Practices Manual for the City’s Storm Water 

Management Program (revised June 2014). This includes the preparation and 

implementation of a City public works Erosion Control Plan, which would specify 

detailed water quality protection and erosion/sediment control BMPs. The Erosion 

Control Plan would also include requirements for equipment and vehicle 

maintenance, materials storage, and other construction practices which could 

result in the inadvertent release of fuel, motor oil, and other hazardous fluids and 

materials. Measures to ensure proper disposal of construction and demolition 

waste, including asbestos, lead and other debris containing hazardous materials 

are also included. BMPs would be selected to represent the best available 

technology that is economically achievable, subject to review and approval by 

the City. The City public works department would perform routine inspections of 

the construction area to verify the BMPs are being properly implemented and 

protection measures are being maintained. The City would notify the contractor 

immediately if there were a violation that would require immediate compliance. 

3. To reduce the generation of fugitive dust throughout project implementation, the 

construction contractor would be required to prepare and implement dust control 

measures at the construction and staging areas, which would include: water all 

active construction areas as needed based on the type of construction activity, soil, 

and wind exposure; maintain at least 2-feet of freeboard, or cover dirt and loose 

materials, in haul trucks throughout transportation; cover inactive storage piles and 

stock piles of dirt; and sweep any roadways/paths if loose soil material remains at 

the end of the work day. 

Biological Resources 

In accordance with the Biotic Report (Appendix A) that was prepared for the project, the 

following construction BMPs would be included throughout implementation of the project. 

1. Education Materials and Training – A binder with information containing any 

permits and environmental requirements for the project, including avoidance of 

special-status species and habitats, would be created and kept at the project 
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area at all times. Per permit requirements, prior to starting construction, all 

employees and contractors who would be present during project activities 

would receive training from a qualified individual on the contents of the binder, 

including species identification, avoidance and minimization measures, and stop 

work and reporting requirements.  

2. Compliance with the City of Santa Cruz Heritage Tree Ordinance – Preconstruction 

activities would include identifying, marking, and measuring the trees that would be 

removed or trimmed for heavy equipment access to the project area. Although the 

proposed project is exempt from the City of Santa Cruz Heritage Tree Ordinance, 

pursuant to California Government Code section 53091, any heritage tree (trees 

with a circumference of forty-four (44) inches, approximately fourteen (14) inches in 

diameter, measured at breast-height, approximately fifty-four (54) inches above 

existing grade) will be permitted prior to removal. The City would also comply with 

mitigation requirements that are established through the permitting process. 

3. Preconstruction Surveys – Preconstruction surveys and protection measures, as 

needed, would be undertaken for a variety of species prior to the onset of 

construction activities. Although identified survey and protective buffer areas for 

each species would be observed to the greatest extent practicable, for areas in 

which this would extend onto private property, access and established buffers 

would be limited to the project area. 

Nesting Birds 

To protect nesting birds, no project activities would be completed from February 

1 through August 31 unless the following Avian Nesting Surveys are completed by 

a qualified biologist.  

Birds of Prey. A survey for nesting activities of birds of prey within the project area 

and a 500-foot radius within 14 days prior to starting project activities shall be 

undertaken. In the event that this area includes private property for which 

access is restricted, visual inspection of adjacent habitats will be undertaken. If 

any active nests are observed, these nests shall be designated as 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) and protected by a minimum 500-foot 

avoidance buffer, to the greatest extent possible, within the project area, until 

the breeding season has ended, or until a qualified biologist has determined that 

the young have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest site or parental 

care for survival. 

Other Avian Species. A survey for nesting activities within the project area and, 

to the greatest extent possible, a 250-foot buffer, within 14 days prior to starting 

project activities shall be undertaken. In the event that this area includes private 

property for which access is restricted, visual inspection of adjacent habitats will 

be undertaken. If any nesting activity is found, the City shall designate nests and 

nest substrate (trees, shrubs, ground, or burrows) as an ESA and protect with a 
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minimum 250-foot buffer until young have fledged and are no longer reliant on 

the nest site or parental care. 

Bat Species 

Preconstruction surveys of suitable roosting habitat features shall be conducted 

within the project area and a 250-foot buffer by a qualified biologist within 14 

days prior to the start of project construction activity. In the event that this area 

includes private property for which access is restricted, visual inspection or 

echolocation monitoring of adjacent habitats will be undertaken. Surveys would 

be conducted during the appropriate time of day to maximize detectability to 

determine if bat species are roosting within or near the project area. Surveys may 

include observational methods or echolocation monitoring to determine 

whether bats are present. A survey report shall be completed that includes, but is 

not limited to, the survey methodology and biologist qualifications and, if bats 

are present, the colony size, roost location, and characteristics. If surveys confirm 

that bats daytime roost in areas impacted by the project, the permittee shall 

maintain a 300-foot buffer around bat roost sites during project activities, within 

the project area. If present, bats shall not be disturbed without specific notice to 

and consultation with CDFW. 

American Badger 

Preconstruction surveys for American badger and sign of their burrows shall be 

conducted within 14 days of the start of construction. Any American badger 

detected within the project area during project activities shall be allowed to 

move out of the work area of its own volition. If American badger is denning on 

or immediately adjacent to the project work area, CDFW shall be consulted to 

determine whether the animal(s) may be evicted from the den. Eviction of 

badgers will not be approved by CDFW unless it is confirmed that no dependent 

young are present. 

4. Work Timing – Many of the special-status animals with a potential to occur within the 

project area are active at dusk and during the night. To avoid impacts to these 

species, all noise-generating work activities shall be confined to daylight hours. 

5. Erosion Control – To protect the small seep area adjacent to the project area at 

the bottom of the slope below the lower cement pad, erosion control measures, 

as identified if the project erosion control plan, shall be implemented and 

maintained along the southern edge of the project area. Erosion control shall be 

inspected and maintained until the project is complete. 

6. Temporary Fencing to Protect Resources Outside of the Construction Zone – Prior 

to the onset of construction activities, the contractor will install temporary 

fencing between areas of disturbance and areas that will remain undisturbed 

throughout project implementation to prevent impacts beyond the construction 

area, specifically along the northern and western project boundaries. This will 
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protect vegetation and trees, and associated wildlife species, including the 

Mount Hermon June beetle and common wildlife species present onsite. 

7. Implement the Low Effect HCP Conservation Strategy – The following Minimization 

and Mitigation Measures are from the existing Low Effect Habitat Conservation 

Plan (HCP) for the Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit Under Section 10(a)(1)(B) 

of the Endangered Species Act for the Federally Endangered Mount Hermon June 

beetle, Zayante band winged grasshopper and Ben Lomond spineflower (City of 

Santa Cruz 2013a) and are designed to protect Mount Hermon June beetle 

(MHJB), Zayante banded winged grasshopper, Ben Lomond spineflower and 

Zayante sandhills/Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat. In 

accordance with the HCP, compliance monitoring by a qualified biologist will 

occur throughout all construction activities and O&M activities in suitable or 

occupied MHJB habitat. The qualified biologist will ensure that the following 

measures are implemented. The qualified biologist will also be responsible for 

effects monitoring, which will include the calculation of areas of habitat 

disturbance and the number, if any, of individual MHJB relocated. All information 

gathered by the biologist will be included in the HCP annual report prepared by 

the City for the USFWS. 

Measure 7a: Locate Project Activities on and Adjacent to Current Development. 

To the extent practical, the covered activities of the HCP that occur on the 

portion of the project area characterized by Zayante sands will be located either 

within, or immediately adjacent to, the footprint of the existing GHWTP facilities 

(i.e., existing buildings, water tanks, service roads, pipelines, etc.). 

Measure 7b: Delineate Boundaries of the Impact Area. Temporary fencing and 

signs will be erected before any vegetation clearing, excavation, or grading 

activities occur to clearly delineate the boundaries of the project’s impact area 

between areas disturbed by construction activities and those that would remain 

in existing conditions, specifically in the northern and western perimeters of the 

project area. Warning signs will be posted on the temporary fencing to alert 

workers not to proceed beyond the fence. All protective fencing will remain in 

place until the construction activities have been completed. Signs will include 

the following language: "NOTICE: SENSITIVE HABITAT AREA. DO NOT ENTER." 

Measure 7c: Cover Exposed Soils. Adult males of the MHJB actively search for 

breeding females during the evenings between about May 15 and August 15. 

During this period, both sexes burrow into duff and Zayante sandy soils during the 

daytime for refuge until the following night’s flight. If construction or other ground 

disturbing activities occur during any portion of the MHJB flight season, all 

exposed Zayante soils within the impact area will be covered by tarps, plywood, 

erosion control fabric, or another suitable impervious material. Exposed soils 

should be covered between the hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. daily by a 

qualified biologist. This will prevent adult males from burrowing into the exposed 
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soils and subsequently being injured or killed by soil disturbance (digging, 

grading, covering, etc.). 

Measure 7d: Dust Control. Appropriate dust control measures, such as 

periodically wetting down the work areas, will be used as necessary during 

excavation or any soil disturbing activities in the impact area or any other 

covered activities that generate dust.  

Measure 7e: New Outdoor Lighting. Adult MHJBs are active at dusk and may be 

distracted by incandescent, mercury vapor, sodium, and black light sources, 

which can disrupt normal behaviors and breeding activities. Thus, any new 

outdoor lighting installed as part of this project will use bulbs certified to not 

attract nocturnal insects. 

Measure 7f: Landscaping Elements That Degrade MHJB Habitat. Because MHJB 

adults emerge from the soil to attract and search for mates, turf grass, dense 

ground covers (such as ivy), weed matting, aggregate, and mulch can degrade 

habitat conditions and will not be used in this project. Material for revegetation 

will use plants endemic to the Zayante Sandhills. 

Cultural Resources 

Prior to the onset of construction activities, a qualified archaeologist would provide an 

education program for the contractor and construction crew to provide an overview of 

cultural, historic and paleontological resources, and what resources may be discovered 

through ground disturbing activities. The program would include an overview of the 

steps that would be required in the event of an unexpected discovery of resources 

through the implementation of construction related activities at the GHWTP. 

In the event that unexpected cultural, historic or paleontological resources are 

discovered, the City shall implement the following measures consistent with Section 

24.12.430, Protection of Archaeological Resources, of the Santa Cruz Municipal Code1. 

Work will be stopped in the event that unexpected occurrences of cultural or historic 

resources occurs through implementation of construction activities. Although the 

project area has been previously disturbed through prior construction activities and 

cultural or historic resources are unlikely to be found at the GHWTP, if evidence of 

cultural resources are identified during ground disturbance associated with the proposed 

project, the construction crews will stop all work within 100 feet of the discovery until a 

qualified archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 

Qualifications Standards as promulgated in 36 CFR 61 and who has experience with 

precontact, historic period, and tribal resources assesses the previously unrecorded 

discovery and provides recommendations. Potential resources include subsurface historic 

features such as artifact-filled privies, wells, and refuse pits, and artifact deposits, along 

                                                 
1  http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/SantaCruz/html/SantaCruz24/SantaCruz2412.html#24.12.430 
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with concentrations of adobe, stone or concrete walls or foundations, and 

concentrations of ceramic, glass, or metal materials. Potential Native American 

archaeological materials include obsidian and chert flaked stone tools (such as projectile 

and dart points), midden (culturally derived darkened soil containing heat-affected rock, 

artifacts, animal bones, and/or shellfish remains), and/or groundstone implements (such 

as mortars and pestles).  

If cultural resources are encountered, the archaeologist shall have the authority to 

temporarily halt or redirect ground-disturbing activities until the material is evaluated 

and appropriate course of action is determined by the archaeologist and City.  

1. Discovery of Artifacts or Remains During Excavation or Development. If any 

person excavating or otherwise disturbing earth discovers any human remains of 

any age or any artifact or any other object which reasonably appears to be 

evidence of an archaeological/cultural resource, shall: 

a. Immediately cease all further excavation, disturbance, and work on the 

project area; 

b. Cause staking to be placed completely around the area of discovery by 

visible stakes not more than ten (10) feet apart forming a circle having a 

radius of not less than one hundred feet from the point of discovery; 

provided, that such staking need not take place on adjoining property unless 

the owner of the adjoining property authorizes such staking; 

c. Notify the Santa Cruz County sheriff-coroner of the discovery unless no human 

remains have been discovered, in which case the property owner shall notify 

only the planning director; 

d. Grant permission to all duly authorized representatives of the sheriff-coroner 

to enter onto the property and to take all actions consistent with this section. 

2. Coroner’s Action on Discovery of Remains. If human remains are discovered, the 

sheriff-coroner or representative shall promptly inspect the remains to determine 

the age and ethnic character of the remains and shall promptly. If the remains 

are found to be Native American in origin, the sheriff-coroner shall notify the 

Native American Heritage Commission. The Native American Heritage 

Commission will identify the Native American most likely descendant who will 

provide recommendations for the proper treatment of the remains and 

associated artifacts per California State Resources Code Section 5079.9. 

3. Action on Discovery of Artifacts. If any artifacts are discovered, the City shall 

cause an on-site inspection of the property to be made by a qualified 

archaeologist. The purpose of the inspection shall be to determine whether the 

discovery is of an archaeological resource or cultural resource.  

4. Discovery Not an Archaeological/Cultural Resource. Upon determining that the 

discovery is not of an archaeological/cultural resource, the qualified 
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archaeologist shall notify the City of such determination and shall authorize the 

resumption of work. 

5. Discovery an Archaeological/Cultural Resource. Upon determining that the 

discovery is of an archaeological/cultural resource, the archaeologist shall notify 

the City that no further excavation or development may take place until a 

mitigation plan or other measures have been developed to preserve or protect 

the resource. 

6. Mitigation Plan. The City shall prepare any required mitigation plan. The 

mitigation plan shall include conditions necessary or appropriate for the 

protection of the resource including, but not limited to, conditions on the 

resumption of work, redesign of the project, or other conditions deemed 

appropriate by the planning director. The mitigation plan will be reviewed by the 

NAHC to ensure proper protection of the resource. When the NAHC is satisfied 

that the mitigation plan is adequate, resumption of work will be authorized in 

conformance with the mitigation plan. 

Noise 

The following measures will be implemented to minimize noise impacts on adjacent 

land uses to the greatest extent possible. 

1. Notify neighbors located adjacent to the GHWTP of the construction schedule to 

ensure awareness of the upcoming project activities and projected duration of 

construction activities. 

2. A “Construction Coordinator” will be identified by the City. The contact 

information for the Construction Coordinator will be included on notices 

distributed to neighbors regarding planned construction activities, and posted 

outside of the GHWTP. The Construction Coordinator will be responsible for 

responding to any local complaints about construction noise. When a complaint 

is received, the Construction Coordinator shall notify the City within 48 hours of 

the complaint, determine the cause of the noise complaint, and implement, as 

feasible, reasonable measures to resolve the complaint, as deemed acceptable 

by the City. A reporting program will be implemented by the Construction 

Coordinator that documents complaints received, actions taken to resolve 

problems and effectiveness of the actions. 

3. Noise control measures will be implemented throughout the construction area, 

including a feasible combination of parapet walls, enclosures/housing for noisy 

equipment, locating enclosure openings/ventings away from neighboring residences 

and/or the construction of noise barriers. 

4. Where technology exists, quiet models of air compressors and other stationary noise 

sources will be required for use. 
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Traffic and Transportation 

The following plan would be developed to minimize traffic impacts that may result 

through project related construction vehicles and activities. 

Traffic Control Plan. A traffic control plan would be prepared through the County 

encroachment permit process to minimize project effects on local traffic around the 

project area, including Graham Hill Road and the roadways around the offsite staging 

area, if offsite staging is required. The County approved traffic control plan would ensure 

that roadways and pedestrian/bicycle paths remain open throughout project 

construction to the greatest extent feasible, and that any lane and path closures would 

be safely and effectively managed, with detours clearly identified. Emergency access 

would be retained on all roadways during construction. 

Prior to the start of construction activities, signage would be installed on Graham Hill 

Road near the GHWTP, and would include the dates for construction, contact 

information for the Construction Coordinator to answer project specific questions, and 

detour information to minimize the effects of temporary pedestrian/bicycle path 

closures, as necessary. Additionally, the local safety personnel (e.g., police and fire 

department) would be informed of any detours or lane closures to maintain effective 

emergency service access throughout the duration of the project. 

City designated truck routes would be used by construction equipment to import and 

export material from the project area to the City of Santa Cruz Resource Recovery 

Facility on Dimeo Lane, or another approved waste disposal facility. 

9. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: 

 California Air Resources Board – Permits or registration if portable construction 

equipment with engines exceeding 50 Hp is used (to be determined) 

 Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board – NPDES Permit 

 County of Santa Cruz Public Works Department – Encroachment Permit 

 City of Santa Cruz – Project Approval and Adoption of the Mitigated 

Negative Declaration  
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II. Environmental Setting and Surrounding Land Uses 

The GHWTP is located in a suburban/rural area within the City of Santa Cruz (Figure 1). 

The GHWTP is accessed from Graham Hill Road, and there is a security gate that 

requires a code or access to be provided by operations staff within the plant to enter 

the site. The plant is completely fenced, and public access is not permitted. 

The plant is largely surrounded by low-density residences on Mosswood Court and Quail 

Crossing Roads to the north, south and east. Extensive open space surrounds the 

western portion of the plant, defined by rolling grasslands and well-established trees 

and vegetation. There are no adjacent waterways to the project area.  

The project area includes just over 1 acre of the GHWTP site, as construction activities 

and staging would occur throughout much of the site, with the exception of the upper 

grassy, unpaved area of the plant located adjacent to residences on Mosswood Court 

(Figure 2). In the event that offsite staging would occur, the project area would also 

include the offsite staging area where additional worker parking would be provided, 

and materials and equipment would be stored. This area would be located on a 

previously disturbed property within a 5-mile radius of the GHWTP, as described above 

in the Project Construction – Staging section. 
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III. Environmental Checklist 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected by the Project:  

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this 

project, involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation is 

Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. All potentially 

significant impacts could be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation. 

 Aesthetics  
Agricultural & Forest 

Resources 
 Air Quality 

X Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

X Geology/Soils  
Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
 

Hazards & 

Hazardous Materials 

 

 

Hydrology/Water 

Quality 
 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

X Noise  Population/Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  
Tribal Cultural 

Resources 

 
Utilities/Service 

Systems 
 Wildfire  

Mandatory Findings 

of Significance 

 

Discussion of Environmental Checklist 

The environmental checklist with the questions and answers for each environmental 

factor has been presented in this section. The discussion which explains the responses is 

presented in Section V, Explanation of Environmental Checklist Responses.  

List of Required Mitigation Measures 

A summary of the required mitigation measures identified in this initial study is 

provided below:  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site Mitigation 

Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation)  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss with 

Native Sandhills Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) 

 Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Stop Work in the Event of Unexpected 

Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features during Construction 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Preparation and Implementation of a Noise Control 

Plan for Construction Activities 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

1. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would 

the project: 

a) Have a substantial 

adverse effect on a 

scenic vista?  

  X  

b) Substantially damage 

scenic resources, 

including but not limited 

to trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state 

scenic highway? 

   X 

c) In non-urbanized areas, 

substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or 

quality of public views of 

the site and its 

surroundings? (Public 

views are those that are 

experienced from publicly 

accessible vantage 

point). If the project is in 

an urbanized area, would 

the project conflict with 

applicable zoning and 

other regulations 

governing scenic quality? 

  X  

d) Create a new source of 

substantial light or glare 

which would adversely 

affect day or nighttime 

views in the area? 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to 

agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 

refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 

(1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional 

model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining 

whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 

environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s 

inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and 

the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 

Methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air 

Resources Board. Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, or 

Farmland of Statewide 

Importance (Farmland), 

as shown on the maps 

prepared pursuant to the 

Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program of the 

California Resources 

Agency, to non-

agricultural use? (V.1b-

Figure 4.15-1 in DEIR) 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning 

for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? 

   X 

c) Conflict with existing 

zoning for, or cause 

rezoning of, forest land (as 

defined in Public 

Resources Code section 

12220(g)), timberland (as 

defined by Public 

Resources Code section 

4526), or timberland 

zoned Timberland 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

Production (as defined by 

Government Code 

section 51104(g))? 

d) Result in the loss of forest 

land or conversion of forest 

land to non-forest use? 

   X 

e) Involve other changes in 

the existing environment 

which, due to their 

location or nature, could 

result in conversion of 

Farmland to non-

agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land 

to non-forest use? 

   X 

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the 

applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district may be 

relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 

  X  

b) Result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase 

of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is 

non-attainment under an 

applicable federal or 

state ambient air quality 

standard? 

  X  

c) Expose sensitive receptors 

to substantial pollutant 

concentrations? 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

d) Result in other emissions 

(such as those leading to 

odors) adversely affecting 

a substantial number of 

people? 

  X  

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial 

adverse effect, either 

directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any 

species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or 

special-status species in 

local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, or 

by the California 

Department of Fish and 

Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service? 

 X   

b) Have a substantial 

adverse effect on any 

riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural 

community identified in 

local or regional plans, 

policies, regulations or by 

the California Department 

of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service?  

 X   

c) Have a substantial 

adverse effect on state or 

federally protected 

wetlands (including, but 

not limited to, marsh, 

vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

interruption, or other 

means? 

d) Interfere substantially with 

the movement of any 

native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with 

established native 

resident or migratory 

wildlife corridors, or 

impede the use of native 

wildlife nursery sites? 

  X  

e) Conflict with any local 

policies or ordinances 

protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or 

ordinance? 

  X  

f) Conflict with the provisions 

of an adopted Habitat 

Conservation Plan, 

Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or 

other approved local, 

regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan? 

 X   

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial 

adverse change in the 

significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to § 

15064.5? 

  X  

b) Cause a substantial 

adverse change in the 

significance of an 

archaeological resource 

pursuant to Section 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

15064.5?  

c) Disturb any human 

remains, including those 

interred outside of 

dedicated cemeteries? 

  X  

6. ENERGY. Would the project:  

a) Result in potentially 

significant environmental 

impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary 

consumption of energy 

resources, during project 

construction or 

operation?  

  X 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a 

state or local plan for 

renewable energy or 

energy efficiency?  

  X  

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:  

a. Directly or indirectly cause 

potential substantial 

adverse effects, including 

the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving: 

i. Rupture of a known 

earthquake fault, 

as delineated on 

the most recent 

Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault 

Zoning Map issued 

by the State 

Geologist for the 

area or based on 

other substantial 

evidence of a 

known fault? Refer 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

to Division of Mines 

and Geology 

Special Publication 

42. (V.Ic) 

ii. Strong seismic 

ground shaking? 
    

iii. Seismic-related 

ground failure, 

including 

liquefaction?  

    

iv. Landslides? (V.Ib-

DEIR Figure 4.10-3) 
    

b. Result in substantial soil 

erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?  

  X  

c. Be located on a geologic 

unit or soil that is unstable, 

or that would become 

unstable as a result of the 

project, and potentially 

result in on- or off-site 

landslide, lateral 

spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse? 

  X  

d. Be located on expansive 

soil, as defined in Table 

18-1-B of the Uniform 

Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial direct 

or indirect risks to life or 

property? 

  X  

e. Have soils incapable of 

adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or 

alternative waste water 

disposal systems where 

sewers are not available 

   X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

for the disposal of waste 

water? 

f. Directly or indirectly 

destroy a unique 

paleontological resource 

or site or unique geologic 

feature? 

 X   

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas 

emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have 

a significant impact on 

the environment? 

  X  

b) Conflict with an 

applicable plan, policy or 

regulation adopted for 

the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of 

greenhouse gases? 

  X  

9. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project: 

a) Create a significant 

hazard to the public or 

the environment through 

the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous 

materials? 

  X  

b) Create a significant 

hazard to the public or 

the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident 

conditions involving the 

release of hazardous 

materials into the 

environment?  

  X  

c) Emit hazardous emissions 

or handle hazardous or 
  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

acutely hazardous 

materials, substances, or 

waste within ¼ miles of an 

existing or proposed 

school? 

d) Be located on a site 

which is included on a list 

of hazardous materials 

sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code 

Section 65962.5 and, as a 

result, would it create a 

significant hazard to the 

public or the 

environment? 

   X 

e) For a project located 

within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a 

plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles 

of a public airport or 

public use airport, would 

the project result in a 

safety hazard or excessive 

noise for people residing 

or working in the project 

area? 

   X 

f) Impair implementation of 

or physically interfere with 

an adopted emergency 

response plan or 

emergency evacuation 

plan? 

  X  

g) Expose people or 

structures, either directly 

or indirectly, to a 

significant risk of loss, injury 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

or death involving 

wildland fires? 

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality 

standards or waste 

discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or 

ground water quality?  

  X  

b) Substantially decrease 

groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with 

groundwater recharge 

such that the project may 

impede sustainable 

groundwater 

management of the 

basin? 

  X  

c) Substantially alter the 

existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, 

including through the 

alteration of the course of 

a stream or river or 

through the addition of 

impervious surfaces, in a 

manner which would: 

i. result in substantial 

erosion or siltation 

on- or off-site; 

ii. substantially 

increase the rate or 

amount of surface 

runoff in a manner 

which would result 

in flooding on- or 

offsite; 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

iii. create or 

contribute runoff 

water which would 

exceed the 

capacity of existing 

or planned 

stormwater 

drainage systems 

or provide 

substantial 

additional sources 

of polluted runoff; 

or 

iv. impede or redirect 

flood flows? 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, 

or seiche zones, risk 

release of pollutants due 

to project inundation? 

   X 

e) Conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of a 

water quality control plan 

or sustainable 

groundwater 

management plan? 

  X  

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an 

established community? 
   X 

b) Cause a significant 

environmental impact 

due to a conflict with any 

land use plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for 

the purpose of avoiding 

or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

   X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

12. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project: 

a) Result in the loss of 

availability of a known 

mineral resource that 

would be of value to the 

region and the residents 

of the state? (V.1a) 

   X 

b) Result in the loss of 

availability of a locally-

important mineral 

resource recovery site 

delineated on a local 

general plan, specific 

plan, or other land use 

plan?  

   X 

13. NOISE: Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a 

substantial temporary or 

permanent increase in 

ambient noise levels in the 

vicinity of the project in 

excess of standards 

established in the local 

general plan or noise 

ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other 

agencies? 

 X   

b) Generation of excessive 

groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels?  

  X  

c) For a project located 

within the vicinity of a 

private airstrip or an 

airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not 

been adopted, within two 

miles of a public airport or 

   X 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -30- March 2019 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

public use airport, would 

the project expose 

people residing or working 

in the project area to 

excessive noise levels? 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial 

unplanned population 

growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by 

proposing new homes 

and businesses) or 

indirectly (for example, 

through extension of 

roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

   X 

b) Displace substantial 

numbers of existing 

people or housing, 

necessitating the 

construction of 

replacement housing 

elsewhere? 

   X 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts 

associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities 

or need for new or physical altered governmental facilities, the construction of 

which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 

acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 

any of the public services: 

a) Fire protection?    X 

b) Police protection?    X 

c) Schools?    X 

d) Parks?    X 

e) Other public facilities?    X 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

16. RECREATION. Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of 

existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or 

other recreational facilities 

such that substantial 

physical deterioration of 

the facility would occur or 

be accelerated? 

   X 

b) Include recreational 

facilities or require the 

construction or expansion 

of recreational facilities 

which might have an 

adverse physical effect 

on the environment? 

   X 

17. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program 

plan, ordinance or policy 

addressing the circulation 

system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities? 

  X  

b) Would the project conflict 

or be inconsistent with 

CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

  X  

c) Substantially increase 

hazards due to a 

geometric design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) 

or incompatible uses (e.g., 

farm equipment)? 

   X 

d) Substantially Result in 

inadequate emergency 

access?  

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project cause a substantial 

adverse change in the significance of 

a tribal cultural resource, defined in 

Public Resources Code section 21074 

as either a site, feature, place, cultural 

landscape that is geographically 

defined in terms of the size and scope 

of the landscape, sacred place, or 

object with cultural value to a 

California Native American tribe, and 

that is: 

    

a) Listed or eligible for 

listing in the California 

Register of Historical 

Resources, or in a local 

register of historical 

resources as defined in 

Public Resources Code 

section 5020.1(k), or  

  X  

b) A resource determined by 

the lead agency, in its 

discretion and supported 

by substantial evidence, 

to be significant pursuant 

to criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 

5024.1. In applying the 

criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public 

Resources Code Section 

5024.1, the lead agency 

shall consider the 

significance of the 

resource to a California 

Native American tribe 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the 

relocation or construction 

of new or expanded 

water, wastewater 

treatment or storm water 

drainage, electric power, 

natural gas, or 

telecommunications 

facilities, the construction 

or relocation of which 

could cause significant 

environmental effects?  

  X  

b) Have sufficient water 

supplies available to serve 

the project and 

reasonably foreseeable 

future development 

during normal, dry and 

multiple dry years? 

  X  

c) Result in a determination by 

the wastewater treatment 

provider which serves or 

may serve the project that 

it has adequate capacity 

to serve the project’s 

projected demand in 

addition to the provider’s 

existing commitments? 

   X 

d) Generate solid waste in 

excess of State or local 

standards, or in excess of 

the capacity of local 

infrastructure, or 

otherwise impair the 

attainment of solid waste 

reduction goals? 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

e) Comply with federal, state, 

and local management 

and reduction statutes and 

regulations related to solid 

waste? 

  X  

20. WILDFIRE. -- If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as 

very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an 

adopted emergency 

response plan or 

emergency evacuation 

plan? 

  X  

b) Due to slope, prevailing 

winds, and other factors, 

exacerbate wildfire risks, 

and thereby expose 

project occupants to, 

pollutant concentrations 

from a wildfire or the 

uncontrolled spread of a 

wildfire? 

  X  

c) Require the installation or 

maintenance of 

associated infrastructure 

(such as roads, fuel 

breaks, emergency water 

sources, power lines or 

other utilities) that may 

exacerbate fire risk or that 

may result in temporary or 

ongoing impacts to the 

environment? 

  X  

d) Expose people or structures 

to significant risks, including 

downslope or downstream 

flooding or landslides, as a 

result of runoff, post-fire 

  X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Issues (and Supporting Information 

Sources): 

Potentially 

Significant 

Issues 

Potentially 

Significant 

Unless 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

slope instability, or 

drainage changes? 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.  

a) Does the project have the 

potential to substantially 

degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat of a fish or 

wildlife species, cause a fish or 

wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels, 

threaten to eliminate a plant or 

animal community, substantially 

reduce the number or restrict 

the range of a rare or 

endangered plant or animal or 

eliminate important examples 

of the major periods of 

California history or prehistory?  

 X   

b) Does the project have impacts 

that are individually limited, but 

cumulatively considerable? 

("Cumulatively considerable" 

means that the incremental 

effects of a project are 

considerable when viewed in 

connection with the effects of 

past projects, the effects of 

other current projects, and the 

effects of probable future 

projects)?  

 X   

c) Does the project have 

environmental effects which 

will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, 

either directly or indirectly? 

  X  
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IV. Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the 

environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions 

in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent (City 

of Santa Cruz), including the mitigation measures identified herein. A MITIGATED 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

X 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the 

environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or 

“potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at 

least one effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document 

pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by 

mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 

sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only 

the effects that remain to be addressed. 
 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been 

analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to 

applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 

that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation 

measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is 

required. 
 

 

 

 

_____________________________________  ___________________________________ 

Rosemary Menard, Water Director    Date 

City of Santa Cruz Water Department 
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V. Explanation of Environmental Checklist Responses 

1. AESTHETICS. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including visually prominent 

trees, rock outcrops, or historic buildings along a state scenic 

highway; 

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? 

(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly 

accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, 

would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 

regulations governing scenic quality; or 

d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. 

a) Adverse Effect on Vista – Less than Significant. The City of Santa Cruz General 

Plan 2030 identifies substantial natural and open space areas as scenic 

resources that build the character of the City. These include coastlines and 

beaches, the San Lorenzo River and other waterways, parks and open space, 

and views of the Santa Cruz Mountains, downtown area, and the Pacific Ocean 

(City of Santa Cruz 2012a). Other amenities including the City of Santa Cruz 

Pogonip Open Space, the University of California Santa Cruz Campus, other 

pronounced hills and greenbelt locations, and historic and cultural sites and 

structures also provide scenic amenities to the City (City of Santa Cruz 2012a).  

Implementation of the project would occur within the GHWTP property, an area 

that is largely shielded from public view because of the surrounding topography 

and mature vegetation. The project area may be intermittently viewed from 

surrounding hillsides, including Coolidge Drive on the campus of the University of 

California at Santa Cruz campus. The project would result in the replacement 

and construction of infrastructure throughout the GHWTP (Figure 4). Project 

construction of these features, including the expansion of the access roadway, 

may require the removal or limbing of up to 52 trees onsite and existing 

vegetation along the hillside that supports MHJB (Figure 5).  

Impact Analysis. The GHWTP is located in the northern portion of the City of 

Santa Cruz, outside of the urban downtown. There are no views from the 

proposed project location of the Monterey Bay or Pacific Ocean, San Lorenzo 

River or downtown Santa Cruz, nor any other scenic views identified by the City 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -38- March 2019 

of Santa Cruz. Limited views of the project area may be seen from areas within 

the Santa Cruz Mountains, depending on the topography and vegetation of 

the vantage point. Pogonip Open Space, which has been identified as a 

scenic resource by the City of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030, is located 

approximately 1 mile west of the site, and is not visible from the project area.  

Design features that would be added to the GHWTP would be partially visible 

from public vantage points, including adjacent hillsides and Coolidge Drive 

within the University of Santa Cruz campus. Although infrastructure improvements 

would modify views of the project area from these adjacent vantage points, the 

overall land use would remain the same within the GHWTP following project 

implementation, and views to the project area would remain largely 

unchanged. Implementation of the project would not block or hinder views from 

adjacent land uses, or result in changes to views to areas identified as scenic 

vistas by the City. Therefore, impacts to scenic vistas as a result of project 

implementation would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

b) Damage Scenic Resources within State Scenic Highway – No Impact. The 

entrance to the GHWTP is via a driveway on Graham Hill Road, set back from 

the roadway and behind a secured gate. The project area is located 

approximately 0.25 miles east of Highway 9 and approximately 0.75 miles west 

of Highway 17, and is not visible from either roadway. Neither Highway 9 nor 

Highway 17 is Officially Designated as a State Scenic Highway; although, both 

are considered Eligible State Scenic Highways (Caltrans 2019). The project area 

is also not located along a City designated scenic road, as Graham Hill Road is 

not considered a scenic road (City of Santa Cruz 2012a). Therefore, the project 

would not result in damages to scenic resources within a state designated 

scenic highway or local scenic roadway, and there would be no impact.  

c) Degrade Visual Character or Quality of the Area – Less than Significant. As 

described under (a), the project area is not largely visible from adjacent scenic 

vistas or resources, and does not include elements that would substantially 

change the scenery from the existing sensitive viewpoints to the site or 

surrounding area from public lands. Limited views of the project area from 

adjacent hillsides, and in particular Coolidge Drive on the University of 

California Santa Cruz campus, are possible. However, the topography and 

mature vegetation within the Santa Cruz Mountains largely shield views of the 

site from these areas. 

Land uses surrounding the project area are low density residential development, 

interspersed among rolling vegetated grasslands and open space that support 

mature trees and vegetation. The project area is completely enclosed and 

surrounded by fencing, and is visible from only private residential yards adjacent 

to the north, south and east of the project area.  
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Impact Analysis. Improvements to the GHWTP would result in changes to the 

plant that visually would result in the plant looking largely the same as existing 

conditions within a larger footprint, as the added features would be similar to 

those present today. However, the potential for removal or limbing of up to 52 

trees throughout the project area would alter views from adjacent land uses 

within the surrounding Santa Cruz Mountains, and would diminish the existing 

screening that is provided by the mature vegetation. Although there would be 

changes to the overall visual character and quality of the project area, these 

changes would be temporary in nature. Vegetation would be replanted 

following project implementation, and the overall land use changes within the 

GHWTP would be minor and largely unchanged following project 

implementation, as the project area would continue to support a large water 

treatment facility that is surrounded by open space and mature vegetation.  

Implementation of the project would also remain consistent with the project 

zoning for Public Facilities (PF), as the upgraded facilities would be consistent 

with the existing GHWTP. The project would also not conflict with applicable 

regulations governing the scenic quality of the project area, as there are 

limited views of the project area from public viewsheds within the Santa Cruz 

Mountains, and the overall nature of the area within and surrounding the 

GHWTP would remain largely unchanged. Therefore, this impact would be less 

than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

d) New Source of Substantial Light or Glare – Less than Significant. The GHWTP 

includes existing light sources (e.g., exterior standards and fixtures), which are 

illuminated at night for security purposes, from each building and throughout 

the lower pad that supports the tanks. There are also lights at the top of the 

stairs extending from the main headquarters building to the lower tanks area, 

at the first landing going to the reclaim tank, and on the catwalks leading to 

the reclaim and sludge tanks. Following the construction of the new tanks and 

associated infrastructure, exterior safety lighting would be installed around 

each tank, along the pathways between plant structures, on the exterior of 

buildings and along the access road, similar to existing conditions. The light that 

would be added to the access road would also include a switch, and would 

not be illuminated in response to motion, thereby limiting the timing that the 

light would be activated. 

There would be limited, if any, nighttime construction throughout the 

implementation of the project that would result in an increase in light or glare 

from the project area. In compliance with the Low Effect HCP that has been 

developed for the MHJB that is present at the plant, all exterior lights would 

continue to be turned off during flight season (mid-June through July) unless 

changed to certified bulbs, and any new outdoor lighting installed as part of 

the project will use bulbs certified to not attract nocturnal insects. 
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Impact Analysis. The replacement tanks and facilities at the GHWTP would be 

equipped with similar lighting to existing conditions, and any additional lighting 

included through project implementation would be low-level safety lighting. 

The lighting along the existing catwalk and stairway would remain unchanged. 

Although the project may introduce new sources of lighting for safety on the 

exterior of the buildings, around the tanks, and along the access road, these 

lights would be of similar luminescence level as those lights currently present 

throughout the GHWTP, and would be directed downward, providing the 

minimal lighting level necessary for safety and operational purposes. Therefore, 

implementation of the project would result in similar light levels within the 

GHWTP, and would not result in the addition of light or glare that would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views to the project area or from adjacent 

land uses. Therefore, the impact from replacement and additional light sources 

would be less than significant. 

The new infrastructure that would be constructed within the GHWTP as a result 

of project implementation would be similar in color and tint, and would 

complement the existing structures and buildings located within the GHWTP. 

Because the project would use similar colors and materials that do not 

generate substantial glare, project implementation would not provide a 

significant increase in glare from within the project area that would be viewed 

from adjacent land uses, or within the GHWTP.  

Throughout construction, there would be additional short-term glare from the 

sun reflecting off the glass and metal on construction equipment within the 

project area. This would be similar to any glare from employee and 

maintenance vehicles and equipment currently used and parked near the 

project area. The additional glare would be temporary, limited to daytime 

hours, and similar to cars and trucks that are currently associated with the 

existing land uses that border the project area. Further, construction and 

implementation would be contained within the GHWTP that is not visible from 

Graham Hill Road or any adjacent roadways and limited public vantage 

points. Therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial 

glare that would adversely affect views of the area, and the impact 

associated with glare would be less than significant.  

The impact from new sources of light and glare would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Convert prime farmland, unique farmland or farmland of state 

importance to non-agricultural uses; 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act 

contract; 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land; 

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use; or 

e. Involve other changes to the existing environment which, due to their 

location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland to non-

agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

a) Convert Farmland – No Impact. The project area does not contain any lands 

that have been designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland, 

as shown on the maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency (California Resources Agency 

2014). The entire project area has been mapped as Urban and Built-Up Land, 

which is defined as land that is occupied by structures with a building density of 

at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres. There would be no reduction in farmland or 

agricultural resources, or conversion of existing agricultural land uses to non-

agricultural uses. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

b) Conflict with Zoning for Agricultural Use or Williamson Act Contract – No Impact. 

There are no lands within or adjacent to the project area that are under a 

Williamson Act contract (California Department of Conservation 2016). The 

project area is located in a developed area that does not support agricultural 

land uses and is not located adjacent to agricultural land uses. The project 

area is zoned by the City of Santa Cruz as Public Facilities (PF), which is not 

considered to be an agricultural zone. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

c) Conflict with Zoning for Forest Land or Timberland – No Impact. The project area 

is not located on or near lands that have been zoned as forest lands, 

timberlands or Timberland Production (City of Santa Cruz 2012a). The project 

area is zoned by the City of Santa Cruz as Public Facilities (PF), which is not 

considered to be an agricultural zone (City of Santa Cruz 2012a). 

Implementation of the project would result in the removal of up to fifty two (52) 

trees onsite, including thirty four (34) heritage oak, pine and redwood trees. The 

potential impact of tree removal is addressed in Section 4, Biological 

Resources. Because the project would not conflict with existing zoning for or 
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cause rezoning of forest land or timberland, and would not result in the removal 

of forest lands (City of Santa Cruz 2018a), there would be no impact.  

d) Convert Forest Land – No Impact. As described above, no forest land occurs 

within the project area, or within the immediate vicinity of the project area 

(City of Santa Cruz 2012a).The potential impact of removing up to fifty two (52) 

trees onsite is addressed in Section 4, Biological Resources. Because the project 

would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use, there would be no impact.  

e) Convert Farmland or Forest Land – No Impact. As described above, there is no 

farmland or forest land within or adjacent to the project area. The project 

includes replacing concrete storage tanks, pumps, and water treatment 

equipment and facilities that are past their service lives and would not involve 

other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 

nature, could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or 

conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Furthermore, as described in Section 

4, Biological Resources, any trees to be removed for project construction that 

qualify as heritage trees would be replaced at a ratio of 1:1 to 3:1 depending 

on the size of the tree, resulting in largely the same conditions as appear today. 

Therefore, there would be no impact. 

3. AIR QUALITY. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

b. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 

quality plan; 

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 

pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard;  

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

e. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 

affecting a substantial number of people. 

The information in this section is based on the Graham Hill Water Treatment 

Plant Concrete Tank Replacement Project - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Conformity Analysis prepared by Harris (Appendix B). 

a) Conflict with Air Quality Plan – Less Than Significant. The Monterey Bay Air 

Resources District (MBARD) Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is the 

applicable air quality plan for the project area. MBARD was required under the 

California Clean Air Act (CCAA) to develop an attainment plan to address 
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ozone violations by July 1991. The CCAA requires MBARD to periodically 

prepare and submit a report to the California Air Resources Board (CARB) that 

assesses its progress toward attainment of the California Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (CAAQS). The most recent update (2012-2015) is the seventh update 

to the 1991 AQMP. It shows that the region continues to make progress toward 

meeting the state ozone standard. 

Impact Analysis. Project construction would result in short-term emissions 

generated by construction activities and equipment. Following construction, 

operation of the GHWTP would be the same as existing conditions and would 

not result in an increase in criteria pollutant emissions. The proposed new pump 

stations would not generate new vehicle trips to the facility, and the pumps 

would be powered by electricity, thereby not resulting in a new source of 

criteria pollutants. 

As described in the MBARD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (MBUAPCD 2008), 

construction projects using typical construction equipment such as dump 

trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that temporarily 

emit precursors of ozone [i.e., volatile organic compounds (VOC) or oxides of 

nitrogen (NOx)], are accommodated in the emission inventories of the AQMP. 

Projects that propose use of typical construction equipment and practices 

would not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of 

ozone ambient air quality standards and would therefore not conflict with the 

AQMP. Construction of the project would not require any non-typical 

construction equipment or practices. As such, emissions from project 

construction would be accommodated in the AQMP inventories. Additionally, 

as described below in Section b, the proposed project would not exceed the 

82 lbs/day threshold for PM10 emissions during construction. 

The proposed project would not increase the capacity for water treatment at 

the GHWTP that would result in increased operational emissions or increased 

vehicle or equipment use. Following construction, operation of the tanks and 

supporting facilities would remain the same as existing conditions and would not 

result in an increase in criteria pollutant emissions.  

Therefore, the project would not result in any change to ambient conditions 

that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, and the 

impact relative to the applicable air quality plan would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 

b) Considerable or Net Increase in Criteria Pollutants – Less Than Significant. The 

federal Clean Air Act of 1970 required the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency (USEPA) to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 

for six criteria pollutants with states retaining the option to adopt more stringent 

standards or to include other specific pollutants. The USEPA has classified air 
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basins (or portions thereof) as being in “attainment,” “nonattainment,” or 

“unclassified” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the 

NAAQS have been achieved. If an area is designated unclassified, it is 

because inadequate air quality data was available as a basis for a 

nonattainment or attainment designation. The project is located in the North 

Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB). The USEPA classifies the NCCAB as in 

attainment or unclassified for all pollutants with respect to federal air quality 

standards. The NCCAB is not in nonattainment status for any pollutant. 

The state of California, under the CCAA, has established standards for criteria 

pollutants that are generally stricter than federal standards. The CARB 

establishes air quality standards in the state and measures progress in reducing 

pollutant emissions. The NCCAB is currently in nonattainment status for 

respirable particulate matter (PM10), and transitional nonattainment status for 

ozone. An area is designated transitional nonattainment if, during a single 

calendar year, the state standard is not exceeded more than three times at 

any monitoring location within the applicable district. 

Impact Analysis. Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary 

increases in air pollutant emissions. The MBARD identifies a quantitative threshold for 

PM10 emissions of 82 pounds per day (lbs/day) for direct and cumulative impacts. 

The MBARD identifies general earthmoving screening values to determine 

consistency with this threshold. Projects that propose grading of up to 8.2 acres 

total, with minimal earthmoving or grading of 2.2 acres per day or less, are 

considered not to exceed the threshold of 82 lbs/day.  

Project criteria pollutant emissions are estimated in the Graham Hill Water 

Treatment Plant Tank Replacement Project - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Conformity Analysis prepared by Harris (Appendix B). Calculated maximum 

daily construction emissions are provided in Table 3, and calculated annual 

emissions from construction are provided in Table 4.  

Table 3. Estimated Construction Daily Maximum Air Pollutant Emissions (lbs/day) 

Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

a. Demolition and Site Preparation 3 30 20 <1 3 1 

b. Structure Construction 2 26 14 <1 11 3 

c. Coating 17 2 2 <1 <1 <1 

Source: See Appendix B. 

Notes: 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix B. 

PM10 – Particulate Matter less than 10 microns 

PM2.5 – Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 

NOX – Oxides of Nitrogen 

SOX – Oxides of Sulfur 

CO – Carbon Monoxide 

VOC – Volatile organic compounds 
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Table 4. Estimated Construction Annual Pollutant Emissions (tons/year) 

Phase VOC NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

a. Demolition and Site Preparation <1 2 1 <1 <1 <1 

b. Structure Construction 1 4 3 <1 <1 <1 

c. Coating <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Source: See Appendix B. 

Notes: 

Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix B. 

PM10 – Particulate Matter less than 10 microns 

PM2.5 – Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 

NOX – Oxides of Nitrogen 

SOX – Oxides of Sulfur 

CO – Carbon Monoxide 

VOC – Volatile organic compounds 

As shown in Table 3, the project is estimated to generate a maximum of 11 

lbs/day of PM10 which would not exceed the MBARD threshold. The MBARD 

does not identify quantitative thresholds for other criteria pollutants during 

construction. Construction projects using typical construction equipment, such 

as dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that 

temporarily emit precursors of ozone, are accommodated in the emission 

inventories of State- and federally-required air plans and would not have a 

significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of ozone AAQS. 

However, a project that would use non-typical equipment would have the 

potential to result in a significant impact related to emissions of VOCs or NOx. 

The proposed project would employ typical construction equipment, and 

would not require any non-typical construction equipment or techniques that 

have not been accounted for in the NCCAB emissions inventories.  

Following construction, operation of the GHWTP would remain the same as 

existing conditions, and the project would not result in an increase in criteria 

pollutant emissions from plant operations or increased vehicle and equipment 

use. The additional two pumps would be powered by electricity, as discussed 

above, and therefore would not result in a new source of criteria pollutants. 

Construction and operational impacts related to emissions of criteria pollutants 

would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

c) Expose Sensitive Receptors to Pollution – Less Than Significant. MBARD defines 

sensitive receptors for CEQA purposes as any residence including private 

homes, condominiums, apartments, and living quarters; education resources 

such as preschools and kindergarten through grade twelve (k-12) schools; 

daycare centers; and health care facilities such as hospitals or retirement and 

nursing homes. Sensitive receptors also include long term care hospitals, 

hospices, prisons, and dormitories or similar live-in housing. Residences are 

located north, south and east of the project area, within a low-density 
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residential neighborhood. The nearest residential property lines are located 

approximately 50 feet from the project area (Figure 2). 

Impact Analysis. Project construction would result in construction related 

emissions, including diesel particulate matter which is classified as a toxic air 

contaminant, adjacent to residences, thus exposing sensitive receptors to 

short-term criteria pollutant emissions. However, the MBARD screening criteria 

assumes that projects that would involve less than 8.2 acres of grading would 

result in less than significant PM10 emissions. The project would involve a total 

grading area of 1.315 acres, less than 20 percent of the screening criteria. 

Additionally, maximum daily PM10 emissions are calculated not to exceed 11 

pounds per day, less than 15 percent of the 82 pounds/day threshold. Based 

on the MBARD screening criteria, the PM 10 emissions would be minimal and 

not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Following construction, the project would not generate a net increase in long-

term criteria pollutants, as the operation of the GHWTP would remain largely 

the same as existing conditions. Therefore, impacts to sensitive receptors would 

be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

d) Result in Emissions or Odors – Less Than Significant. As described above, there 

are residences located north, south and east of the project area, within a low-

density residential neighborhood, and the nearest residential property lines are 

located approximately 50 feet from the project area. Rolling grasslands and 

mature vegetation surround the project area. Residents within the adjacent 

neighborhood would be considered sensitive receptors for odors that may be 

produced throughout implementation of the project.  

Impact Analysis. Project construction activities could expose residents 

adjacent to the project area to odors from construction equipment and 

actions. Based on the planned construction methodology, only a few pieces of 

construction equipment would be in operation simultaneously. Emissions of 

sulfurous gases (SOx), the main source of odors from construction equipment, 

would be extremely limited2 and short-term. Following construction, operation 

would remain largely the same as existing conditions, and would not include 

any source of new long-term odors. Conditions would likely be improved 

compared to existing conditions as deteriorating equipment would be 

replaced. Therefore, impacts related to odors on adjacent residents would be 

less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

                                                 
2  Monterey Bay Air Resources District (formerly Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District). CEQA 

Air Quality Guidelines. 2008. 
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Federal Cross-Cutting Regulation: Clean Air Act  

With regard to conformity to Federal standards, the Code of Federal Regulations 

(CFR) provides guidance to document Clean Air Act Conformity Determination 

requirements. 40 CFR Part 93.153(b)(2) defines de minimis levels, that is, the 

minimum thresholds for which a conformity determination must be performed for 

criteria pollutants for which an air basin is in nonattainment or maintenance. The 

NCCAB is in attainment or designated as “unclassified” for all pollutants under 

federal standards. As such, a comparison to federal de minimis thresholds to 

determine CAA consistency is not required. As shown in Table 4 and previously 

discussed, annual emissions from construction of the proposed project would be 

minimal and would not exceed emissions inventories for the basin. Therefore, the 

project would not have the potential to significantly impact the ability of the 

NCCAB to maintain attainment status. This impact is less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications on; or substantially reduce the number or restrict the range 

of any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 

policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 

wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) 

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident 

or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 

nursery sites; 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan 

(HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other 

approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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Harris & Associates prepared the Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant Tank 

Replacement Project – Biotic Report, in February 2019 (Biotic Report), which 

provides the environmental and regulatory setting and a discussion of the effects 

of the proposed project on the biological resources that occur within the project 

area (Appendix A). Descriptions of the habitats and species, including special 

status species that occur in the project area, are included in the environmental 

setting of the Biotic Report. Avoidance and minimization measures identified in the 

Biotic Report are designed to protect sensitive biological resources from impacts 

from the proposed project, and are included in the Project Description and 

construction BMPs. Potential impacts that would occur as a result of project 

implementation (after the implementation of construction BMPs) are discussed 

below by checklist topic, and include, where appropriate, mitigation measures to 

reduce these impacts.  

a) Adverse Effect through Habitat Modifications on, or Substantially Reduce the 

Number or Restrict the Range of any Species Identified as a Candidate, 

Sensitive, or Special Status Species in Local or Regional Plans, Policies, or 

Regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife - Less than Significant with Mitigation.  

The following discussion includes a description of the special status species that 

could be affected by the proposed project, followed by a discussion of 

potential impacts. Additional information regarding all special status species 

considered in light of the proposed project is provided in Appendix A. 

Wildlife 

Mount Hermon June Beetle (Polyphylla barbata) (federally endangered). The 

MHJB is restricted to habitats within Zayante sandy soils, including: maritime 

Coast Range Ponderosa pine forest, northern maritime chaparral, and sand 

parkland (see discussion in Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest, above) 

(USFWS 1997; HCP). In addition, adults have been found in disturbed sandy areas 

where remnants of these habitats still occur. Ponderosa pine grows at all known 

MHJB locations and is a useful indicator of suitable habitat for the MHJB. 

MHJB are known to occur at the water treatment facility in Maritime Coast 

Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat. Surveys in 2004 and 2008 detected MHJB 

outside the project area, immediately south of the water tank adjacent to the 

paved access road. However, 2017 monitoring efforts at the facility did not 

detect any MHJB (City of Santa Cruz 2018b)). 

Zayante Band-Winged Grasshopper (Trimerotropis infantilis) (federally 

endangered). The preferred habitat of the ZBWG is barren or sparsely 

vegetated, sunlit sand, which are features of the open sand parkland plant 

community. Although ZBWG have never been found on the property, and likely 

do not occur within the project area, this species is included in the HCP due to 
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the extremely limited amount of habitat for this species in the County. Inclusion 

in this section ensures consistency with the HCP, and adequate avoidance, 

minimization, and mitigation for ZBWG.  

Ben Lomond Spineflower (Chorizanthe pungens var. hartwegiana) (federally 

endangered). Ben Lomond spineflower (BLS) occurs in Zayante sandhills 

habitat, and, like the ZBWG, has never been observed on the property, and 

likely does not occur within the project area. BLS is included in the HCP due to 

the extremely limited amount of habitat for this species in the County. Inclusion 

in this section ensures consistency with the HCP, and adequate avoidance, 

minimization, and mitigation for Ben Lomond spineflower. 

Nesting Birds (protected). Nesting Birds are protected by the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act, California Fish and Game Code, and California Environmental 

Quality Act. Nesting birds may occur on the property in trees, shrubs, and on 

the ground during nesting season (February 1-September 1) (CDFW 2018).  

Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus) (uncommon). All native bats are protected under 

the California Fish and Game Code. Hoary bats generally roost in dense foliage of 

medium to large trees within open habitats or habitat mosaics with access to trees 

for cover and open areas or habitat edges for feeding and nearby water sources. 

This species may roost in the larger trees and forage within the project area.  

American Badger (Taxidea taxus) (CDFW Species of Special Concern). 

American badgers are reported to occur in Santa Cruz County in remote areas 

with grasslands and loose soil. Given the small size of the grasslands within the 

project area, the development on the property, including fencing, and lack of 

loose soils, it is unlikely that American badgers occur on the property. 

Vegetation 

The following sensitive habitat, which (regionally) supports Mount Herman June 

beetle, Zayante band-winged grasshopper, and Ben Lomond spineflower, is 

found at the project area. 

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest 

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest is listed by CDFW as a rare and 

unique ecosystem found in Santa Cruz County, California. This habitat is 

restricted to pockets of Zayante soils, which developed from the Santa 

Margarita formation (sandstone and limestone formed by Miocene marine 

terraces) and are geologically distinct from the volcanic origins of the Santa 

Cruz Mountains (USFWS 1997). Zayante soils are endemic to Santa Cruz County 

and occur in three locations. The largest Zayante soil deposit is in the vicinity of 

the communities of Ben Lomond, Felton, Mount Hermon, Olympia, and Scotts 

Valley. A second, smaller area is located in Bonny Doon (USFWS 1997). The 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -50- March 2019 

third, and smallest, cluster is found near the community of Corralitos (and is not 

similar to the other two locations in terms of vegetation) (USFWS 1997).  

Zayante soils are deep, coarse-textured, poorly developed, and well drained, 

creating a warmer and drier microclimate that supports three unique habitats 

that occur singularly or as a mosaic: northern maritime chaparral, ponderosa 

pine forest, and sand parkland. These habitats, as mosaics, are referred to as: 

“Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest”, “Zayante sand hills habitat”, 

“ponderosa sand parkland”, “ponderosa pine sandhills”, and/or “silver-leafed 

manzanita mixed chaparral” (HCP).  

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest in Santa Cruz County is a disjunct 

(geographically separate from the main distribution of the population) remnant 

occurrence of Ponderosa pine, which typically occurs at higher elevations in 

the Sierra Mountains (within California). The Ponderosa pine trees in this habitat 

are widely-spaced in low-density, open, park-like stands with an herbaceous 

understory of grasses and forb, and often co-occurs with other special-status, 

endemic species, including: Ben Lomond spineflower (Chorizanthe pungens 

var. hartwegiana) (federally endangered), Santa Cruz wallflower (Erysimum 

teretifolium) (federally endangered), Santa Cruz cypress (Cupressus 

abramsiana) (federally endangered), Silverleaf Manzanita (Arctostaphylos 

silvicola) (CNPS 1B), and Ben Lomond buckwheat (Eriogonum nudum var. 

decurrens) (CNPS 1B) (USFWS 1997) (HCP). Although Ponderosa pine do occur 

in the project area, the other special-status plants do not.  

Two federally-endangered insects are associated with Maritime Coast Range 

Ponderosa Pine Forest, including the Mount Hermon June beetle (MHJB) 

(Polyphylla barbata) and Zayante band-winged grasshopper (ZBWG) 

(Trimerotropis infantilis). These two insect species and the Ben Lomond 

spineflower are protected via the City’s low-effect Habitat Conservation Plan 

(HCP) (discussion of the Federal Endangered Species Act is provided in the 

Biotic Report in Appendix A). The HCP provides both protection for these 

species and their habitat, Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest, as well 

as a mechanism for incidental take for activities related to construction, 

maintenance, and operations, as specified in the HCP. 

The HCP covers all 5.7 acres of Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest on 

the south side of the property. In this location, Ponderosa pines co-occur with 

coast live oaks and coyote bush (Baccharis pilularis). Of the 5.7 acres of 

habitat, 0.88 acres are occupied by the federally endangered Mount Hermon 

June Beetle. No other listed species associated with Maritime Coast Range 

Ponderosa Pine Forest currently occur on the property.  

Impact Analysis. Most of the proposed work would occur in areas that are 

already disturbed, including the existing developed area of the facility and the 
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landslide area, which is located directly to the north of the existing tanks and 

contains deposits of uncompacted soil fill from the original tank construction. 

Not many biological resources occur in these areas, but impacts to resources 

within developed areas, the landslide area, and the more natural adjacent 

habitats could affect nesting migratory birds and roosting bats. When these 

species utilize the vegetation in and adjacent to construction areas, they may 

be affected by construction noise or the trimming or removal of vegetation, 

especially trees.  

The following activities within the HCP area would cause impacts to the special 

status habitat and species that occur there.  

 trenching and pipe placement (temporary impacts), and  

 the potential removal or limbing of up to six (6) Ponderosa pine trees 

with the following diameter at breast height (dbh; 54-inches above 

grade): 38, 23, 21, 24, 14, and 20-inches (permanent impacts) (Figure 5).  

In anticipation of potential “take” of protected species from ongoing operations 

and future construction like the proposed project, the City of Santa Cruz 

submitted a Low-Effect HCP to the USFWS. The HCP was approved in 2013, and 

the 10(a)1(B) permit is valid until 2043. The HCP’s covered activities provide 

incidental “take” coverage for construction activities needed to accommodate 

changes in regulatory requirements, growing demands for water, or the 

updating and replacement of aging facilities. Refer to the discussion of the 

Federal Endangered Species Act and HCP in the Biotic Report (Appendix A).  

The proposed activities are authorized under the existing HCP up to a 

maximum impact area of 5.7 acres of habitat that could potentially be used 

by the MHJB. The covered activities, including vegetation clearing and 

grading, could permanently impact life stages of the MHJB and temporarily 

remove their habitat. Per HCP requirements, impacts will be mitigated at a 

ratio of 1:1. This level of mitigation is commensurate with the level of impacts to 

MHJB habitat at the water treatment facility property because the habitat 

quality at the Bonny Doon property is of high quality and connects to adjacent 

properties that also support high quality sandhills habitat. This mitigation ration 

reflects the higher conservation value of the habitat at the Bonny Doon site 

over that of the Water Department property, which is degraded from previous 

development, isolated from other similar habitats, and small in size.  

The implementation of the HCP, including advanced mitigation via the 

establishment and enhancement of the Bonny Doon Ecological Preserve, 

ensures that impacts from covered activities at the GHWTP will not jeopardize 

the continued existence of the covered species In addition, maximum impacts 

at the water treatment facility would result in 5.7 acres of habitat mitigation at 

the Bonny Doon mitigation site, which is far smaller than the available 
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mitigation area. Thus, the remaining approximately 11.3 acres would be 

available to mitigate for other City activities impacting MHJB, and could be 

credited to the Water Department through a future HCP or Section 7 

consultation. In order to comply with the HCP, a list of impact acreages, for 

both temporary and permanent impacts will be reported to the USFWS. This 

report will provide a mechanism to record impacts against the amount of 

available mitigation at the Bonny Doon mitigation site, and will be submitted to 

the USFWS as part of the City’s ongoing annual HCP reporting requirements. 

Refer to the HCP, which is included as an attachment to the Biotic Report 

(Appendix A). 

Construction BMPs for nesting birds, roosting bats, and Maritime Coast Range 

Ponderosa Pine Forest and Mount Hermon June beetle are identified in the 

Project Description (Section 9) and the Biotic Report (Appendix A), and 

included in the project design to avoid and minimize impacts to these species. 

These include: 

 Construction Education Materials and Training, 

 Compliance with the City of Santa Cruz Heritage Tree Ordinance, 

 Preconstruction Surveys and Protection Measures, 

 No nighttime construction throughout the implementation of the project 

that would result in an increase in light or glare from the project area. In 

compliance with the Low Effect Habitat Conservation Plan that has been 

developed for the MHJB that is present at the plant, all exterior lights 

would continue to be turned off during flight season (mid-June through 

July), or USFWS-approved, beetle-friendly lighting would be installed. 

 Erosion Control Measures, 

 Temporary Fencing to Protect Resources Outside of the Construction 

Zone, and, 

 Implement Habitat Conservation Plan BMPs and Avoidance and 

Minimization Measures.  

o Measure 7a: Locate Project Activities on and Adjacent to Current 

Development, 

o Measure 7b: Delineate Boundaries of the Impact Area,  

o Measure 7c: Cover Exposed Soils,  

o Measure 7d: Dust Control, 

o Measure 7e: New Outdoor Lighting, and 

o Measure 7f: Landscaping Elements That Degrade MHJB Habitat.  
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With the implementation of these avoidance and minimization measures, the 

effects of the proposed projects on nesting birds and roosting bats would be 

less than significant, and therefore are not further discussed.  

As discussed above, the work proposed in the area protected by the HCP 

includes road widening, trenching and pipe placement, potential tree removal or 

limbing of up to six (6) Ponderosa pine trees, and construction of a building to 

house electrical equipment. The proposed project would result in the loss of rare 

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat that supports the federally 

endangered MHJB. The permanent impact resulting from the potential removal or 

limbing of up to six (6) Ponderosa pine trees (important in the life cycle of MHJB) 

and the temporary impact of 0.08 acres for pipeline construction are considered 

“take” under the Federal Endangered Species Act (for a discussion of FESA, see 

the Biotic Report, Appendix A). 

Mitigation for incidental take of species covered under the HCP resulting from 

the implementation of the project is included in the incidental take permit. 

These measures are described below. With the implementation of these 

measures (listed below as Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2), the impact to 

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat and MHJB would be less 

than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site 

Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation). The City 

operates under an active low effect HCP for several federally listed 

species that include Mount Hermon June beetle, Zayante band-winged 

grasshopper, and Ben Lomond spineflower. The tank replacement project 

is a covered activity under the HCP.  

To mitigate for incidental take, the HCP includes the creation and 

management of an off-site mitigation area: 17.0 acres at the City of Santa 

Cruz’s Laguna Creek watershed property (APN 080-241-18) in Bonny Doon 

(Preserve) (HCP) (McGraw 2017). Although this parcel measures a total of 

171.4 acres, only the southwestern portion of the parcel, which is 

characterized by Zayante soils and sandhills habitat, is part of the 

mitigation area. This property is adjacent to the Bonny Doon Preserve, 

which is managed by the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW). 

The Preserve is located within the southwestern corner of Section 18 of 

T10S R2W of the Davenport 7.5’ USGS topographic quadrangle. 

The purpose of the Preserve is to protect and manage habitat for the 

federally endangered Mount Hermon June beetle, Zayante band-winged 

grasshopper, Ben Lomond spineflower, and other co-occurring species 

(McGraw 2017). The City manages and monitors habitat in the Preserve, 

and will continue to do so for the duration of their 30-year incidental take 
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permit (from 2013 to 2043), to achieve goals and objectives for the 

Sandhills ecosystem, communities, and endangered species, as outlined 

in the Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan (HMMP) for the Laguna 

Sandhills Preserve (McGraw 2014). Strategies prescribed in the HMMP for 

ecosystem and community goals include managing to reduce exotic 

plants, trespass, and fire. 

Although the City is already complying with the HCP, and impacts are 

already mitigated via implementation of the HCP, the identification of the 

habitat creation and management mitigation measure is included here to 

clearly link the impacts of this project to the mechanism that has already 

provided mitigation for them. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss 

with Native Sandhills Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation). 

Temporarily impacted areas at the GHWTP will be cleared of vegetation 

or graded to assist in construction of the proposed project, but will not be 

permanently covered by new structures or other hardscape after the 

project is completed. This includes the area adjacent to the road 

widening and the trenching for the pipeline through the HCP area. After 

project completion, these temporarily impacted areas with Zayante soils 

will be revegetated with plants native to the Zayante Sandhills, including: 

sticky monkeyflower (Mimulus aurantiacus), deer weed (Lotus scoparius), 

silver bush lupine (Lupinus albifrons var. albifrons), Ponderosa pine and 

coast live oak. These native plants will provide suitable habitat conditions 

for MHJBs that might eventually colonize the temporarily impacted portion 

of the impact area. Revegetated areas will not include any landscape 

elements that degrade habitat for the MHJB, including mulch, bark, weed 

matting, rock, aggregate, or turf grass. 

b)  Adverse Effect on any Riparian Habitat or other Sensitive Natural Community 

Identified in Local or Regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 

Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service – Less than 

Significant with Mitigation. As discussed above for (a), Maritime Coast Range 

Ponderosa Pine Forest is a CDFW-listed rare and unique ecosystem. Because of 

the rarity of this habitat, effects on Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest 

from the proposed project would be significant without mitigation, which is 

included in the HCP and incidental take permit. Therefore, with implementation 

of these measures (listed as Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, described 

above), the impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site 

Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation)  
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 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss 

with Native Sandhills Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) 

c) Adverse Effect on State or Federally Protected Wetlands (including, but not 

limited to, Marsh, Vernal Pool, Coastal, etc.) through Direct Removal, Filling, 

Hydrological Interruption, or other Means – Less than Significant. Within the mixed 

evergreen forest, on the slope southwest of the project area, there is an opening 

in the canopy that supports a very small (0.02 acre), unverified wetland area. 

The source of water in this area may be the result of a natural seep or runoff from 

the facility. The wet area is dominated by non-native plants, including calla lilies 

(Zantedeschia aethiopica) and poison hemlock (Conium maculatum). This area 

is not within the project area, but is adjacent to the project area, just west of the 

lower paved pad that currently supports the tanks.  

Impact Analysis. The proposed project would include the implementation of 

erosion control BMPs, as included in the project SWPPP, to prevent impacts to 

the seep area (refer to the Project Description, Air Quality and Water Quality 

Construction BMPs). Erosion control measures would be installed and maintained 

along the southern edge of the project area throughout project 

implementation. Erosion control would be inspected and maintained until the 

project is complete per SWPPP requirements. With implementation of these 

construction BMPs, the potential impact of the proposed project on the seep 

area would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

d) Interfere with Wildlife Movement – Less Than Significant. Migratory species that 

may use the habitats at the GHWTP include migratory birds and bats. Native 

resident species that may move through the facility include medium-sized 

mammals like coyote, gray fox, deer, mountain lion, bobcat and raccoon, 

which may move from the San Lorenzo River corridor to other protected 

areas such as Henry Cowell Redwoods State Park, City of Santa Cruz Pogonip 

Open Space, the upper campus of the University of Santa Cruz and De 

Laveaga City Park.  

Impact Analysis. Because the construction of the proposed project would not 

change the ability of these species to move in or out of the facility, and 

because the habitats adjacent to the project area would remain largely 

under existing conditions, this impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

e) Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances – Less Than Significant. While the 

GHWTP is within City jurisdiction, City ordinances related to biological resources 

do not apply to the project pursuant to state law. California Government Code 

section 53091(d) and (e) provides that facilities for the production, generation, 

storage, treatment, or transmission of water supplies are exempt from local 
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zoning and building ordinances. Despite the exemption the project will follow all 

City ordinances related to biological resources that are relevant to the project.  

Heritage Tree Ordinance 

The City of Santa Cruz Heritage Tree Ordinance would require the City to 

obtain a permit from the City of Santa Cruz Parks and Recreation Department 

for the removal or pruning of trees (more than 25% of the total tree mass) over 

14-inches in diameter breast height (dbh), as measured 4.5 feet (54-inches) 

from the ground. Trees identified for possible removal within the project area 

would be measured, and any trees over 14-inches dbh would be permitted 

prior to removal. The current project design may limb or remove up to 52 oak, 

pine and redwood trees (Figure 5). Of the 52 trees, 34 would be considered 

heritage trees and would be permitted prior to removal. Any permit 

requirements, including replanting requirements, would be 

followed/implemented by the City.  

Sensitive Habitat Ordinance 

The Sensitive Habitat Ordinance (conservation regulations) identifies and 

protects the natural environmental resources of the City of Santa Cruz in areas 

having significant and critical environmental characteristics. The conservation 

regulations have been developed in general accordance with the policies 

and principles of the General Plan, as specified in the Environmental Quality 

and Safety Elements of the General Plan, and the Local Coastal Program, and 

any adopted area or specific plans. The Sensitive Habitat Ordinance 

(conservation regulations) intend to accomplish the following: 

1. Minimize cut, fill, earthmoving, grading operations, and other such man-

made effects on the natural terrain; 

2. Minimize water runoff and soil erosion caused by human modifications to 

the natural terrain; 

3. Minimize fire hazard and risks associated with landslides and unstable 

slopes by regulating development in areas of steep canyons and arroyos 

and known landslide deposits; 

4. Preserve riparian areas and other natural habitat by controlling 

development near the edge of ponds, streams, or rivers; 

5. Encourage developments which use the desirable, existing features of 

land such as natural vegetation, climatic characteristics, viewsheds, 

possible geologic and archaeological features, and other features which 

preserve a land’s identity; 

6. Maintain and improve, to the extent feasible, existing water quality by 

regulating the quantity and quality of runoff entering local watercourses; 
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7. Maintain and improve, to the extent feasible, existing air quality by 

achieving or exceeding state air quality guidelines; 

8. Serve as part of the Local Coastal Implementation Plan of the Local 

Coastal Program. 

Habitat for the MHJB (Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest) receives 

consideration under the Sensitive Habitat Ordinance of the City of Santa Cruz 

and project implementation would comply with ordinance requirements. 

Impact Analysis. The project would not conflict with local policies and 

ordinances protecting biological resources, including the Heritage Tree 

Ordinance and Sensitive Habitat Ordinance. The City would comply with 

requirements set forth in both of these ordinances.  

Implementation of the project is expected to remove or limb up to 52 trees, 

including 34 heritage trees that are oak, pine and redwood trees, ranging in 

dbh from 14-inches to 38-inches (Figure 5). Compliance with the Heritage Tree 

Ordinance would include consultation with the City of Santa Cruz Parks and 

Recreation Services director to determine the mitigation to offset the impacts 

of tree removal. Compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance would range 

from replacement plants at a 1:1 to 3:1 ratio. Planting of replacement trees 

within the HCP area would follow the recommendations for revegetation in 

the HCP.  

With compliance with the Heritage Tree Ordinance and Sensitive Habitat 

Ordinance, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be 

required. 

f) Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan – Less than Significant with 

Mitigation. As discussed under (a) and in Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation 

and Management of an Off-Site Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan 

Implementation), the City operates under an active low-effect HCP for several 

federally listed species that include Mount Hermon June beetle, Zayante band-

winged grasshopper and Ben Lomond spineflower. The proposed project, 

including tank replacement, trenching and pipe replacement, construction of 

an electrical building, facilities upgrades, and access road widening, are all 

covered activities under the HCP.  

As discussed under (a), the Loss of Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine 

Forest, Habitat for the Federally-Endangered Mount Hermon June beetle 

presents impacts to Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat and 

the federally endangered MHJB resulting from implementation of the 

proposed project. The permanent impact resulting from the potential removal 

or limbing of up to six (6) Ponderosa pine trees (important in the life cycle of 

MHJB) and the temporary impact of 0.08 acres for pipeline construction are 

considered “take” under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Refer to the 
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Biotic Report (Appendix A) for additional information on the Federal 

Endangered Species Act.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1: Creation and Management of 

an Off-Site Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) and 

BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss with Native Sandhills 

Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation), would mitigate impacts to 

Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest and Mount Hermon June beetle 

and therefore project implementation does not conflict with the HCP. 

Therefore, this impact would less than significant with mitigation. No additional 

mitigation would be required. 

Federal Cross-Cutting Regulations: Endangered Species Act and Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

(MTBA) require an analysis of the project effects on federally-listed 

habitats, plant and animal species and their associated habitats, and 

migratory birds, respectively. The Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest 

that occurs at the Graham Hill Water Treatment Facility is a rare habitat that 

supports the federally listed Mount Hermon June beetle. The City operates 

under an active low-effect HCP for these special status resources. The 

proposed project, including the tank replacement, road widening, 

construction of the electrical building, trenching and pipe placement, and tree 

trimming and removal, are covered activities under the HCP, and pre-

implementation mitigation at Bonny Doon Ecological Preserve provides 

mitigation for the impacts from the proposed project. Refer to the discussion of 

the HCP under Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat description 

and Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site 

Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation). 

Migratory birds, which are protected under the MBTA, may utilize trees on the 

facility property. Construction BMPs outlined in the Project Description, 

including preconstruction surveys and protection, if needed, have been 

included to reduce all impacts on nesting migratory birds to a less than 

significant level.  

Harris & Associates prepared the Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant Tank 

Replacement Project – Biotic Report, which provides the environmental and 

regulatory setting and a discussion of the effects of the proposed project on 

the biological resources that occur on site (Appendix A). This report includes a 

review of relevant reports and information from the USFWS, a review of existing 

aerial photos of the project area, and a species list from the CNDDB and other 

resource databases. Using the results of these reports, biologists conducted a 

biological survey of the proposed project area in March 2018 and January 
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2019 to assess the site conditions, direct/indirect impacts to any federally-listed 

species, sensitive habitats, or migratory birds within the project area that may 

result from the proposed project activities.  

Based on this evaluation and the inclusion of construction BMPs in the Project 

Description, no impacts to migratory birds or critical habitat are anticipated. 

The project would result in impacts to Maritime Coast Range Ponderosa Pine 

Forest and Mount Hermon June beetle, which are mitigated via the 

implementation of the HCP. Refer to the discussion of the HCP under Maritime 

Coast Range Ponderosa Pine Forest habitat description and Mitigation Measure 

BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site Mitigation Area (Habitat 

Conservation Plan Implementation).  

With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2, the impacts on 

these resources would be less than significant with mitigation. No additional 

mitigation would be required. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site 

Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation)  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss 

with Native Sandhills Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource pursuant to § 15064.5;  

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5; or 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 

dedicated cemeteries. 

The information in this discussion is based on the Historical Resources Evaluation for 

the Concrete Tanks Replacement Project (Carey & Co 2019) and the 

Archaeological Investigations at the City of Santa Cruz Concrete Tank 

Replacement Project, Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant (Albion July 2019). 

a) Change in Significance of Historical Resource – Less than Significant. To identify 

previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.25-mile radius of the project 

area, a qualified archaeologist conducted a field visit in March 2018, and 

background research that included a search of the California Historical 

Resources Information System (CHRIS) at the Northwest Information Center 

(NWIC) at Sonoma State University in February of 2018. The CHRIS records 
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search also included a review of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the California Points of 

Historical Interest list, the California Historical Landmarks list, the Archaeological 

Determinations of Eligibility list, and the California State Historic Resources 

Inventory list. 

In addition to the CHRIS records search, the archaeologist also reviewed the 

listings of the City of Santa Cruz Historic Building Survey, the City of Santa Cruz 

Historic Context Statement (Lehmann 2000), and the City of Santa Cruz 2030 

General Plan and associated documentation, specifically the Cultural Resources 

Background Report (LSA Associates 2006). These documents provided prehistoric 

and historic context for the current project area. There were no historical 

resources located within, or within 0.25 miles of the project area. 

Impact Analysis. The project includes replacing concrete storage tanks, 

pumps, and water treatment equipment and facilities that are past their 

service lives. Because the tanks and associated infrastructure are over 50 years 

old, they were reviewed to determine if the resources would be considered 

federal or state historic resources, replacement of which could result in a 

significant impact on historic resources.  

Through investigation undertaken by Carey & Associates, it was determined 

that these are not unique features because the tanks lack integrity, and 

they do not hold historic significance. Therefore, they would not be 

considered historic resources either federally or through the state, and 

would not be eligible for listing in either the NRHP or CRHR. Therefore, 

implementation of the project would not impact any historic resources, and 

potential effects to historic resources are not evaluated further. However, 

through ground disturbing activities, there is always a chance that previously 

undiscovered historic resources could be revealed which could be 

determined significant. With implementation of cultural resources BMPs, as 

discussed in the Project Description, all work would be stopped in the event 

that unexpected cultural or historical resources were discovered during 

ground disturbing activities. Therefore, this impact would be less than 

significant. No mitigation would be required. 

b, c) Change in the Significance of Archaeological Resources, Disturb Human 

Remains – Less than Significant. Albion’s Phase I archaeological investigations for 

the City of Santa Cruz Concrete Tank Replacement Project (Albion 2019) 

comprised background historical research, an NWIC records search of known 

cultural resources within half-mile of the Project APE, Native American 

consultation, a field reconnaissance survey of the APE, and limited subsurface 

testing. The records search, consultation, and field reconnaissance revealed no 

known or newly identified cultural resources within the APE. However, the records 

search revealed four previously recorded cultural resources within a half-mile 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -61- March 2019 

radius of the APE. A 2009 study of a substantially overlapping APE also found no 

new or previously documented cultural resources and recommended a finding 

that no historic properties would be affected. 

Historic maps and photos indicate that, while the property was part of a 

Mexican Period rancho and passed through a series of owners from the early 

American Period to the present, there is no indication the project APE was used 

for anything other than agricultural fields prior to construction of the treatment 

plant in 1959.  

Impact Analysis. Based on the records search and field surveys that were 

undertaken for the project, there is no reason to anticipate the presence of 

buried historic period archaeological deposits or human remains in the project 

area. Results of shovel testing support this conclusion, with the top 60 cm 

lacking identifiably historic artifacts and no substantial volume of cultural 

material of any kind, with considerable evidence for modern disturbance. The 

fact that the areas of subsurface impacts for the project are on or immediately 

adjacent to an artificially excavated terrace dating to the mid-2oth century in 

an area of otherwise steep topography, further confirms the lack of potential 

for historic period archaeological resources. 

The same holds true for precontact Native American cultural resources. As 

mentioned above, the APE, including the entire area slated for subsurface 

excavating and grading, is on or immediately adjacent to a modern artificial 

terrace that would have been a steep slope on the edge of the San Lorenzo 

River Valley in the ancient past. Consequently, it would not have been suitable 

for human habitation and any overlying archaeological deposits on the edge 

of the valley would have been removed during excavation for the terrace prior 

to construction of the existing tanks. Thus, while there is one known precontact 

archaeological site within a half-mile of the APE set back from the valley edge, 

the topography and modern impacts to the two locations are not the same, 

and the potential for buried precontact resources in the APE is very low. 

However, through ground disturbing activities, there is always a chance that 

previously undiscovered resources could be revealed which could be 

determined significant. With implementation of cultural resources BMPs 

discussed in the Project Description, all work would be stopped in the event of 

unexpected occurrence of cultural resources or human remains, and 

appropriate measures would be taken to preserve these resources. Therefore, 

this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

Federal Cross-Cutting Regulation: National Historic Preservation Act  

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires an analysis 

of the effects on “historic properties”. Required documentation includes a 

cultural resources report on historic properties conducted in accordance with 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -62- March 2019 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, including: 1) a clearly defined Area of 

Potential Effect (APE), specifying the length, width, and depth of excavation 

with a map clearly illustrating the project APE; 2) a records search, less than 

one year old, extending to a half-mile beyond the project APE; 3) written 

description of field methods; 4) identification and evaluation of historic 

properties within the project’s APE; and 5) documentation of consultation with 

the Native American Heritage Commission and local Native American tribes. 

Additionally, the report must be prepared by a qualified archeologist that 

meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards, and 

must include one of the following four findings: No historic properties affected, 

No effect to historic properties, No adverse effect to historic properties, or 

Adverse effect to historic properties. The required information is included in the 

Historical Resources Evaluation for the Concrete Tanks Replacement Project 

(Carey & Co 2018) and the Archaeological Investigations at the City of Santa 

Cruz Concrete Tank Replacement Project, Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant 

(Albion 2019). The report includes the finding that the project would have “No 

adverse effect to historic properties” as there are no historic resources that 

have been identified on the site. 

6. ENERGY.  

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during 

project construction or operation; or 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 

energy efficiency. 

a)  Result in Wasteful or Inefficient Energy – Less than Significant. Implementation of 

the project would occur in phases to maintain uninterrupted operation of the 

water treatment plant. Two of the degraded concrete tanks would remain 

operational until the new tank had been constructed, tested and deemed fully 

operational before being demolished. Maintaining the degraded tanks for 

operation while testing the new concrete treatment tanks would require a 

temporary increase in energy consumption as additional pump use beyond 

existing conditions would occur. The final build-out of the project would also 

result in the addition of two pumps beyond the existing conditions.  

Construction activities associated with the project would utilize fossil fuels 

throughout project implementation.  
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 Impact Analysis. The increased energy consumption as a result of the project 

construction and new water treatment testing would not result in wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Equipment 

operators would limit idling time to five (5)-minutes, as required by the 

California airborne toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California 

Code of Regulations) (BAAQMD 2017), which would minimize inefficient fossil 

fuel use. It is expected that construction workers would park onsite, and 

construction equipment would remain within the GHWTP, to the greatest extent 

feasible, to minimize the consumption of fuel energy that would otherwise be 

utilized during travel. In the event that offsite staging was required, construction 

workers would be transported to the site via a private shuttle to minimize the 

use of fossil fuels and energy utilized for travel. Upon completion, the project 

would replace degraded water treatment tanks that are past their service 

lives, improving the efficiency of the GHWTP facility, with tanks that would 

provide the same service and capacity to the facility.  

Following project implementation, operation of the GHWTP would remain the 

same as existing conditions, with the exception of the two new pump stations. 

Estimated energy use from these pumps is provided in Attachment B. The 

pumps are anticipated to result in a new increase in electricity demand of 

27.93 megawatt hours (MW/h) per year which would be considered minimal. 

Furthermore, the GHWTP would continue to be serviced by the Monterey Bay 

Community Power (MBCP), which supplies carbon-free power.  

Because construction and operation of the project would not result in wasteful 

or inefficient energy use, this impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

b) Conflict with State or Local Renewable Energy or Energy Efficiency Plans – Less 

than Significant. The City of Santa Cruz established the Green Building Program 

in 2013 that includes building ordinances and standards, and construction 

requirements for construction projects within the City. The City of Santa Cruz 

General Plan (adopted June 2012) also includes Goal NRC4.1.9 in Chapter 10 

of the General Plan that states that the City’s goal to promote efficiency 

upgrades and renewable energy projects. The General Plan emphasizes that 

water services be maintained in good condition to ensure their availability 

when needed.  

 Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would conform with the City of 

Santa Cruz programs and goals that have been established through the 

improvement of the efficiency of the GHWTP by replacing outdated features 

throughout the project area with new features, while maintaining the current 

capacity or level of service, as stated above for (a). The proposed project 

would improve the reliability and efficiency of the GHWTP and, therefore, 

would not conflict with or obstruct state or local renewable energy or energy 
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efficiency plans. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation would be required. 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known 

earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 

area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault, 

referring to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42, 

strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, 

including liquefaction, or landslides;  

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil;  

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 

become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or 

off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse;  

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 

Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect 

risks to life or property;  

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 

tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are 

not available for the disposal of waste water; or 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site 

or unique geologic feature. 

The information in this section is based on the Geotechnical Investigation for Santa 

Cruz Water Treatment Plant Slide Investigation, hereinafter called Geotechnical 

Investigation (Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. 2006) (Appendix C). 

a, c) Expose People/Structures to Seismic-Related Risk – Less than Significant. The 

project area is located in a region of high seismic activity and earthquake 

potential. Within proximity (approximately 15 miles) of the City of Santa Cruz, 

there are at least six (6) major faults and fault systems, including: the San 

Andreas, San Gregorio, Zayante, Ben Lomond and Butano Faults, the Monterey 

Bay Fault Zone, and other faults and branches of these major faults (City of 

Santa Cruz 2017a). The active or potentially active faults near the project area 

are the San Andreas (10 miles to the northeast), San Gregorio (10 miles to the 

southwest), Zayante-Vergeles (7 miles to the northeast), Monterey Bay-
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Tularcitos (12 miles to the southwest), and numerous fault branches from these 

major faults. The San Andreas Fault is the largest and most active of the faults in 

the site vicinity; however, each fault is considered capable of generating 

moderate to severe ground shaking (Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. 2006).  

The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) Act provides regulatory zones to 

prevent the construction of buildings used for human occupancy on the 

surface trace of active faults. There are no active faults within or in close 

proximity to the project area (California Department of Conservation 2019).  

It is reasonable to assume that there will be at least one moderate to severe 

earthquake from one of the local faults during the next 50 years. The United 

States Geological Survey’s Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities 

(WGCEP) estimates that each region of California will experience a magnitude 

6.7 or larger earthquake in the next 30 years, and there is a 63 percent chance 

of at least one magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake occurring in the nearby San 

Francisco Bay Area region between 2007 and 2036. 

An earthquake or seismic event can cause intense shaking of sediments and 

ground failure, such as liquefaction and landslides. Liquefaction is the 

transformation of loose, water-saturated sand or silt into a liquid state. A 

landslide is a general term that describes a wide variety of mass downslope 

movements of soil and rock.  

The project area is located in an area not mapped as having the potential for 

liquefaction during seismic events, according to the liquefaction map 

provided in the City’s 2030 General Plan, which is based on the depth of 

groundwater, soil characteristics, and probable earthquake intensities and 

durations. The finding that the potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading 

are low was also confirmed in the Geotechnical Investigation performed for 

the site (Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. 2006).  

Although the project area is not located within a landslide hazard area 

(County of Santa Cruz 2019), and the majority of potential slide surfaces in the 

GHWTP were less than the minimum safety factor set by the County of Santa 

Cruz, the Geotechnical Investigation revealed that a localized landslide that 

occurred at the site in April 2006 was likely caused by the inadequate soil 

compacting and keying in of fill material. It was also found that a bedrock 

layer of schist, which slopes in the same direction as the fill, is directly below the 

soil fill. At that time, much of the fill material was hauled off site to stabilize the 

landslide area. As a result of project implementation, fill material would be 

further removed through grading of the landslide slope to provide a level 

surface for tank construction. In addition, several retaining walls are included in 

the project design to maintain slope stability.  
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Impact Analysis. The project would be constructed in accordance with the 

current California Building Code (CBC), which includes design criteria for 

different types of structures and methods for obtaining ground motion inputs. 

The project design has also incorporated the recommendations set forth in 

the Geotechnical Investigation (Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. 2006) that was 

undertaken for the project, further minimizing impacts related to 

geotechnical instability. 

There are no active faults located within or adjacent to the project area. 

Therefore, it is not expected that the project area would be subject to the risk 

of fault rupture. The project area is also not in an area having high potential for 

liquefaction, as described above.  

Although tank construction would occur within the western portion of the project 

area that has been identified as a potentially active landslide area, the project 

design has incorporated measures to offset potential impacts from landslides. 

These include grading and further removing previous fill material, and 

constructing a cement pad foundation and retaining walls to control slide 

material from adjacent slopes. Therefore, impacts related to geotechnical 

hazards, including fault rupture, liquefaction and landslides, as a result of project 

implementation would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

b) Soil Erosion or the Loss of Topsoil – Less than Significant. Soil erosion is the loss of 

topsoil by water and wind; soil erosion potential is related to the texture, 

organic matter content, soil structure, and permeability of soil materials. The 

primary soil types at the project location are Zayante-Rock outcrop complex 

(approximately 66 percent of the site), which spans the entire western edge of 

the project area, and Watsonville loam (approximately 34 percent of the site), 

which is found in the northeast section of the site, outside of the area for 

proposed construction activities. Zayante-Rock outcrop complex soils are soils 

that have rapid permeability and runoff, have a high erosion hazard, and are 

generally well-drained (United States Department of Agriculture 1980). 

Watsonville loam soils exhibit slow to medium runoff, have very slow 

permeability, slight to moderate erosion hazard, and are poorly drained 

(United States Department of Agriculture 1980).  

Soils with erosion factors (K factors) greater than 0.4 are considered highly 

erodible. According to the United States Department of Agriculture’s Soil 

Survey Geographic Database, the Zayante-Rock outcrop complex soil within 

the project area has a K factor of 0.02, which is not highly erodible; the 

Watsonville loam soil has a K factor of 0.43, which is considered to be erodible.  

Impact Analysis. The project area contains Watsonville loam soils that are 

considered highly erodible. Although located outside of the proposed area for 

construction, it is possible that these soils would be impacted as a result of 
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project construction activities and ground disturbing activities. To offset 

potential impacts that may occur as a result of the erosion of all soils 

throughout the project area, the project design has included 

recommendations from the Geotechnical Investigation, including the 

construction of five (5) retaining walls throughout the project area to control 

the movement of soils. The retaining walls would be constructed for slope 

support along the site edges and access road. 

Throughout construction, the implementation of erosion control BMPs, as 

required through the project SWPPP, would be implemented to minimize 

potential erosion or loss of topsoil. As described within the Project Description 

under Air Quality and Water Quality Protection Measures, this would also 

include the preparation and implementation of a City public works-approved 

Erosion Control Plan, which would specify detailed water quality protection 

and erosion/sediment control BMPs. 

Once the replacement tanks and water treatment facilities are constructed, 

the treatment plant would be exposed to inclement weather that may result in 

accelerated soil erosion. However, the proposed tanks and water treatment 

facilities were designed to accommodate the erodible Watsonville loam soils, 

and include geotechnical recommendations from the Geotechnical 

Investigations (Pacific Crest Engineering Inc. 2006). Further, any disturbed soil 

would be replanted with native vegetation following project completion. 

Therefore, project impacts related to erosion and the loss of topsoil would be 

less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

d) Expansive Soils – Less than Significant. Expansive soils shrink or swell depending 

upon water content and can cause damage to structures. Soils with a high 

clay content are more susceptible to swelling than sand or gravel soils. 

Although, as discussed above, the northeastern corner of the project area 

consists of Watsonville loam soils, which have a high shrink swell potential, the 

new concrete water tanks would be constructed west of the pre-existing, 

degraded storage tanks. As such, the area in which ground disturbance is 

proposed, along the western edge of the project area, would be constructed 

on Zayante-Rock outcrop complex. Therefore, the soils that are proposed to be 

disturbed through project implementation within this area are not considered 

expansive (United States Department of Agriculture 1980). 

Impact Analysis. Zayante-Rock outcrop complex is the soil that underlays the 

area that has been identified for ground disturbance through implementation 

of the project. These soils have rapid permeability, are excessively drained, and 

are unlikely to pond or support flooding. They have low shrink swell potential 

and are not expansive by nature. The Watsonville loam soils, present within the 

northeastern corner of the GHWTP site, would not support permanent 

structures. Implementation of the project would not result in the addition of 
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permanent structures on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the CBC, 

and would not create substantial risks to life or property. Therefore, this impact 

would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.  

e) Septic Tanks – No Impact. There are no septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative 

waste water disposal systems existing or proposed as part of or affected by the 

project. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

f) Destroy a Paleontological Resource or Geologic Feature – Less than Significant 

with Mitigation. The City of Santa Cruz 2030 General Plan and associated 

documentation, specifically the Cultural Resources Background Report (LSA 

Associates 2006), has identified areas within the City of Santa Cruz that are 

sensitive for paleontological resources. These documents provided prehistoric 

and historic context for the current project area. The project area is underlain 

with Late Pleistocene Alluvium (Pleistocene: 100,000 – 10,000 years ago), Purisima 

Formation (Late Miocene to Pliocene: 7 – 2 million years ago) and Santa 

Margarita Sandstone (Late Miocene: 12 – 9 million years ago). These geological 

units are all considered sensitive for paleontological resources, although no 

known paleontological resources have been discovered on the site. 

Impact Analysis. Although known paleontological resources would not be 

impacted through project implementation, ground disturbing activities could 

reveal previously undiscovered paleontological or geological resources of 

significance. Although it is unlikely resources would be discovered, because 

the project area has been previously disturbed and evaluated for the potential 

to support these resources, there is a possibility that unanticipated and 

accidental discovery of paleontological resources or unique geologic features 

during ground disturbing project related activities could occur. With 

implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Stop Work in the Event of 

Unexpected Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features during 

Construction, the impacts to unknown resources would be less than significant 

level with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Stop Work in the Event of Unexpected 

Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features during 

Construction: As discussed in the Project Description, an education 

program for cultural and paleontological resources would be undertaken 

for the construction crew prior to the onset of construction activities. If 

paleontological resources or unique geologic features are discovered 

during soil-disturbing activities by construction crews, all work will stop 

immediately and the City will notify a qualified paleontologist. A 

paleontologist would inspect the discovery and determine whether further 

investigation is required. If the discovery can be avoided, no further 

mitigation would be required. If the resource cannot be avoided, the 

qualified paleontologist would evaluate the resource and determine 
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whether it meets the definition of “unique”. If the resource is determined 

to not be unique, work may continue in the area. If the resource is 

determined to be unique, work would remain halted, and a preservation 

or recovery plan will be prepared. Preservation in place is the preferred 

protective measure. If preservation in place is not possible, resources 

and/or fossils would be recovered, prepared, identified, catalogued and 

analyzed according to current professional standards under the direction 

of the qualified paleontologist. Work may commence at the time of 

completion of the treatment. A final summary report would be completed 

and submitted to the City. The report would include a discussion of the 

methods used, stratigraphy exposed, fossils collected, and the 

significance of the recovered fossils. The report will also include an 

itemized inventory of all the collected and catalogued fossil specimens. 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 

may have a significant impact on the environment; or 

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 

agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 

greenhouse gases. 

The information in this discussion is based on the Graham Hill Water Treatment 

Plant Concrete Tanks Replacement Project Conformity Analysis that has been 

included in Appendix B. 

a) Generate GHG Emissions – Less Than Significant. Global warming is the 

observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s surface and 

atmosphere caused by increased greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, which can 

contribute to changes in global climate patterns resulting in global climate 

change. GHG emissions are the result of both natural and anthropogenic 

activities, and the primary sources of these emissions is caused by the 

consumption of fossil fuels for power generation and transportation, forest fires, 

decomposition of organic waste, and industrial processes. Principal GHG’s that 

enter the atmosphere as a result of human activities are carbon dioxide (CO2), 

methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O). 

The State of California passed the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 

32), which requires reductions of GHG emissions generated within California. 

The Governor’s Executive Order S‐3‐05 and AB 32 (Health & Safety Code, § 

38501 et seq.) both seek to achieve 1990 emissions levels by the year 2020. 

Senate Bill (SB) 32 codified a 2030 GHG emissions reduction target of 40 
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percent below 1990 levels. Executive Order S‐3‐05 further requires that 

California’s GHG emissions be 80 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050.  

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the lead agency for implementing 

AB 32. In accordance with requirements of AB 32, a scoping plan was adopted 

by CARB in December 2008 and updated in 2017. This most recent scoping plan 

lays out the framework for achieving the 2030 reductions as established in SB 32, 

described below. The proposed 2017 scoping plan update identifies GHG 

reductions by emissions sector to achieve a statewide emissions level that is 40 

percent below 1990 levels by 2030. CARB recommends that projects incorporate 

design features and GHG reduction measures, to the degree feasible, to 

minimize operational GHG emissions, and that achieving no net additional 

increase in on-going annual GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG 

impacts, is an appropriate overall objective for new development.  

In October 2012, the City of Santa Cruz adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) 

that outlines the actions the City will take over the next ten years to reduce 

GHG emissions by 30 percent (City of Santa Cruz 2012b). The CAP identifies five 

categories for CAP actions and identifies reduction strategies to achieve 

municipal and community goals. Each category chapter briefly outlines the 

issues and current programs, and then outlines programs and actions 

necessary to fully achieve the reductions for that sector. The categories are: 

energy efficiency, transportation and land use planning, water use and waste 

reduction, locally generated renewable energy, and public partnerships, 

education and outreach. 

Impact Analysis. Project GHG emissions are estimated in the Graham Hill Water 

Treatment Plant Tank Replacement Project - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 

Conformity Analysis prepared by Harris (Appendix B). Refer to Appendix B for 

model input and output. Calculated annual GHG emissions from construction 

are provided in Table 5.  

Table 5.  Estimated Total Construction GHG Emissions 

Phase Metric Tons CO2e 

Demolition and Site Preparation 291 

Structure Construction 874 

Coating 7 

Total GHG Emissions 1,172 

Note: Emission quantities are rounded to the nearest whole number. Exact values are provided in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 5, the proposed project would result in a total one-time 

contribution of approximately 1,172 metric tons (MT) CO2e over the multiple year 

construction period. 

Following construction, operation of the tanks and supporting structures would 

be the same as existing conditions, with the exception of two new pump 
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stations. The pumps are anticipated to result in a new increase in energy 

demand of 27.93 MW/h per year (Attachment B). This electricity demand would 

result in a minimal net increase in GHG emissions of 8.16 MTons CO2e per year. 

However, the GHWTP would continue to be serviced by MBCP, which supplies 

carbon-free power. Therefore the new pumps would not result in a net increase 

in GHG emissions, and no impacts would occur during operation.  

Because the project would not have any on-going GHG emissions, it would not 

impact the ability of the state or City to meet GHG reduction goals. Therefore, 

this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

b) Conflict with Applicable Plan – Less than Significant. The applicable plans for 

the proposed project are CARB’s statewide emissions reduction targets and 

the City CAP, as described above under (a).  

Impact Analysis. As described under (a), the project would not result in any 

ongoing annual GHG emissions that would impact the state or City’s ability to 

meet emissions reduction targets. The City of Santa Cruz CAP does not include 

any GHG reduction strategies related to construction. Therefore, the project 

would support the goals and strategies of the applicable plans, and there 

would be no conflict with the applicable plans. This impact would be less than 

significant. No mitigation would be required. 

9. HAZARDS and HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 

release of hazardous materials into the environment; 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous materials or waste 

within ¼ miles of an existing or proposed school; 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials 

sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as 

a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment; 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 

plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 

public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or 

excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area; 
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f. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; or 

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 

significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires.  

a-c) Create a Hazard to the Public or Environment, or Handle Hazardous 

Materials near a School – Less than Significant. A hazard to the public or 

environment could occur through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 

hazardous materials. It could also occur if there is a reasonably foreseeable 

upset, or accidental conditions, that would involve the release of hazardous 

materials into the environment, or if hazardous emissions are emitted or 

hazardous materials are handled within 0.25 mile of a school. Little Green Beings, 

a private day care and preschool program, is the only school located within 0.25 

miles of the project area. The school is located at 630 Graham Hill Road.  

 Remediation Testing & Design prepared a report for the City of Santa Cruz 

Health Department in November of 2007 detailing the remediation of arsenic 

related soils that were present in fill material that was disposed of along the 

western slide area of the GHWTP where tank construction activities would 

occur. Over 2,000 tons of material was removed at that time, in addition to 

another 600 cubic yards of clean overburden soils. It was determined through 

this report that further testing was not required for soils throughout the GHWTP, 

and that remediation efforts were complete. 

Impact Analysis. Once project construction is complete, the water treatment 

plant would be maintained and operated by water treatment plant personnel 

similar to existing conditions, which involves the transport of bulk chemicals to 

support operations of the plant. It is not anticipated that any addition to required 

chemicals would occur beyond existing conditions as a result of project 

implementation, and current BMPs would continue to maintain the safety of these 

transport procedures. 

Throughout project implementation, construction workers, the public, and 

environment could be exposed to additional hazardous materials, beyond existing 

conditions, through the following activities.  

 Construction vehicles and equipment use fuel, oil, engine fluids and 

other hazardous substances that would be transported and used 

throughout the project area, and could be inadvertently released 

through leaks, spills or accidents. 

 Waste from the demolition of the existing concrete water tanks and 

associated operational equipment would be comprised of concrete, 

gunite, and steel, which do not constitute hazardous materials. However, 

there may also be lead or other hazardous materials associated with 

demolition activities.  
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As described in the Project Description, the project includes several measures 

to control the release of hazardous materials, in accordance with local and 

state regulations. As described under construction BMPs for Air Quality and 

Water Quality, compliance with the project SWPPP and the City Construction 

Work Best Management Practices, Chapter 4 of the Best Management 

Practices Manual for the City’s Storm Water Management Program (revised 

June 2014), would result in measures implemented to minimize accidental spills, 

proper handling of hazardous materials, erosion, runoff and dust control 

measures. This would also include requirements for equipment and vehicle 

maintenance, materials storage, and other construction practices which could 

result in the inadvertent release of fuel, motor oil, and other hazardous 

materials. This includes proper disposal of demolition waste (including lead and 

other debris containing hazardous materials), such as keeping demolition 

waste covered and ensuring adequate space within the trucks as loads of the 

demolished materials are transported to the Santa Cruz Resource Recovery 

Facility and Recycling Center, which has a facility designated for hazardous 

materials disposal, to ensure that materials are contained and hazardous 

materials are not being emitted.  

With implementation of the SWPPP requirements, demolition plan, and 

associated BMPs, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 

would be required. 

d) Project Located on List of Hazardous Materials Sites – No Impact. A government 

records search conducted in February 2019 revealed that no portion of the 

project area is listed on the Cortese List, a compilation of information from 

various sources listing potential and confirmed hazardous waste and hazardous 

materials sites in California (State Water Resources Control Board 2015). There 

are various sites south of the project area that are either open or have been 

previously reported, remediated, and closed. There is one site located 

approximately 0.2 miles southwest of the project area that is listed as a Waste 

Discharge Requirement (WDR) site. WDR sites operate under Waste Discharge 

Requirements issued by the State Water Resources Control Board or Regional 

Water Quality Control Board and are not considered to host hazardous 

materials (State of California Water Resources Control Board 2015). As a result, 

there would not be a risk of public exposure to hazardous material sites in the 

project area. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

e) Project Located near Airport – No Impact. The project area is not located within 

two miles of a public or private airport, in the vicinity of a private air strip, or in 

an area for which an airport land use plan has been developed or adopted. 

There would be no impact.  

f) Impair or Interfere with Emergency Response/Evacuation Plan – Less than 

Significant. The proposed project is located within the jurisdiction of the City of 
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Santa Cruz, but is surrounded by unincorporated Santa Cruz County properties. 

Therefore, the project would comply with both the City of Santa Cruz 

Emergency Operations Plan or the City of Santa Cruz Hazard Mitigation Plan 

(City of Santa Cruz 2013b, 2017a) and the County of Santa Cruz Operational 

Area Emergency Management Plan (Santa Cruz County, 2015).  

Impact Analysis. The project would not involve the development of structures 

or facilities that could potentially impair implementation of or physically 

interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 

evacuation plan. During construction, as described in the Project Description 

under Traffic Control Plan, roadways and emergency access would be 

retained, and local safety personnel (e.g., police and fire department) would 

be contacted regarding any lane closures or detours through the County 

encroachment permit process. Furthermore, all construction vehicles and 

equipment would be contained on site in a manner that allows for continuous 

access throughout the GHWTP site. Therefore, construction would not impede 

implementation of the applicable Santa Cruz Emergency Operations Plan, 

draft City of Santa Cruz Hazard Mitigation Plan (City of Santa Cruz 2013b, 

2017a) for County Operational Area Emergency Management Plan (Santa 

Cruz County, 2015). This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 

would be required. 

g) Expose People or Structures to Wildland Fires – Less than significant. The project 

area is located in a moderately developed, urbanized area that is bound by 

residential and commercial uses to the north, east, and south. However, the land 

west of the project area, zoned as Parks (PK) by the City of Santa Cruz, supports a 

variety of land uses including densely vegetated open space interspersed within 

low-density residential properties and the San Lorenzo River. The project area and 

the surrounding lands are located in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) for which fire 

protection is provided by City of Santa Cruz Fire Department. The project area is 

designated as an LRA Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone for wildland fires (CAL 

FIRE 2007). Following project completion, the GHWTP would support largely the 

same structures and facilities, and would provide the same level of service as 

existing conditions. The project would not result in the addition of project features 

that would put the GHWTP or surrounding areas at greater risk of wildland fires, 

and would not require additional services for fire protection. Therefore, the project 

would not expose people or structures to significant risk of loss, injury, or death 

involving wildland fires. The impact would be less than significant. 
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality; 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede 

sustainable groundwater management of the basin; 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or 

through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would 

result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site, substantially 

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 

would result in flooding on- or offsite, create or contribute runoff water 

which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 

drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 

runoff, or impede or redirect flood flows; 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants 

due to project inundation; or 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 

plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 

a, c) Violate any Water Quality Standards or Degrade Water Quality; Alter Existing 

Drainage Patterns – Less than Significant. Throughout construction activities, 

stormwater runoff could contain soil and other pollutants such as fuels, oils, 

grease, lubricants, solvents and other materials associated with construction 

equipment and activities. The testing stages of the project would also include 

filling the filtered water tank with chlorinated water for disinfection and leak 

testing, and after completion, discharging the dechlorinated water into the 

San Lorenzo River. The reclaim and sludge tanks would also be filled with 

potable water for testing that would be recycled and used within the GHWTP 

to the greatest extent practical, or discharged into the San Lorenzo River. 

 Through the development of the project SWPPP and grading plan, a drainage 

plan would be required for the GHWTP in relation to the proposed project 

modifications, including the additional infrastructure and impermeable 

surfaces that would occur following project implementation. The drainage plan 

would ensure that drainage from the construction area, and resulting 

infrastructure following project implementation, would not result in additional 
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erosion and/or degradation of the site as a result of the additional features 

added to the GHWTP.  

Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would result in an increase in 

impermeable surfaces that would impact the existing drainage patterns. 

Through project design, the increase in impermeable surfaces has been 

accounted for, and the project drainage plan will be developed to ensure the 

continued effective drainage of the site. 

During construction, stormwater and runoff could contain soil and other pollutants 

such as fuels, oils, grease, lubricants, solvents and other materials associated with 

construction equipment and activities. Furthermore, waters that would be 

discharged into the San Lorenzo River could be contaminated with chlorine.  

As described in the Project Description construction BMPS for Water Quality 

and Air Quality, all construction activities would be conducted in accordance 

with the project SWPPP and the City’s Storm Water and Grading Ordinances 

(Chapters 16.19 Storm Water and Urban Runoff Pollution Control and 18.45 

Excavation and Grading Regulations) and the City’s Construction Work Best 

Management Practices, Chapter 4 of the Best Management Practices Manual 

for the City’s Storm Water Management Program. This includes preparation 

and implementation of a City-approved Erosion Control Plan, which would 

specify detailed water quality protection and erosion/sediment control BMPs. It 

also includes requirements for equipment and vehicle maintenance, materials 

storage, and other construction practices which could result in the inadvertent 

release of fuel, motor oil, and other hazardous fluids and materials.  

With implementation of the project drainage plan, SWPPP requirements and 

water quality protection measures, the project would not degrade water 

quality, and no water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would 

be violated. Furthermore, drainage from the site would be maintained to 

account for changes in the project area resulting from the increased 

impervious surfaces and infrastructure introduced to the GHWTP through 

project implementation. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

No mitigation would be required. 

b) Decrease Groundwater Supplies or Interfere with Groundwater Recharge – Less 

than Significant. Groundwater provides five (5) percent of drinking water in 

Santa Cruz, with the remainder provided by surface water supplies that are 

treated at the GHWTP. Implementation of the project would result in an 

increase in the efficiency of the GHWTP, but would not expand the capacity of 

the system for treating drinking water. The GHWTP would continue to draw 

water from the Tait wells, which is groundwater under the influence of surface 

water. There would be no increase in the amount of water drawn from the Tait 

wells as a result of project implementation. 
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Groundwater recharge primarily occurs from stormwater runoff percolating or 

moving downward from surface water to groundwater. Impervious surfaces 

diminish the ability of water to penetrate the ground and recharge the local 

groundwater basins, as flows increase in velocity and the area for recharge is 

diminished. Implementation of the project would result in an increase in 

impermeable surfaces, as the treatment facilities were expanded west of the 

existing lower asphalt pad and the access road was widened. 

Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would result in a net increase in 

impermeable surfaces with the expansion of the lower pad area and access 

road. However, the site would continue to support expanses of open lands that 

would continue to allow groundwater recharge. Furthermore, water would 

continue to drain throughout the site downhill, towards the San Lorenzo River, 

and would not be channeled into impermeable waterways.  

As discussed above, the proposed project would not use any additional 

groundwater beyond existing conditions, and would not impact groundwater 

in any way that would require any additional water supply throughout the 

project area above existing conditions. Therefore, the impact would be less 

than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

 d) Flood Zone or Inundation by Tsunami, Seiche, or Mudflow – No Impact. According 

to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Map, the project 

area is located within an Area of Minimal Flood Hazard, designated as Zone X 

(https:/msc.fema.gov/portal, flood map 06087C0218E, effective May 16, 2012). 

The San Lorenzo River, which is approximately 650 feet west of the project area, 

has historically been the principal source of flooding in the City of Santa Cruz.  

Based on the review of the California Geologic Survey Tsunami Inundation Map 

for Emergency Planning, Santa Cruz Quadrangle (July 1, 2009), the project 

area is not mapped within a Tsunami Inundation Line or Area and is not 

susceptible to tsunami inundation.  

A seiche affects enclosed bodies of water after an earthquake-caused wave 

has been generated, and is an oscillating standing wave. The Monterey Bay, 

which is located approximately 2.5 miles south of the project area, is 

considered to be an area that may support a seiche; however, the project 

area is not considered to be at risk as it is not within the immediate vicinity of 

the bay.  

Impact Analysis. Following project implementation, there would be no project 

features that would result in the increase of the project area, or surrounding 

areas, to be impacted by water inundation by flood hazards, tsunami, seiche 

zones, or mudflow. The project area is located outside of the 100-year flood 

zone for the San Lorenzo River and is not in an area that would be expected to 
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be impacted by water related disasters, as described above. Therefore, there 

would be no impact. No mitigation would be required.  

e) Conflict with Water Control Plan or Groundwater Management – Less than 

Significant. The Graham Hill Water Treatment Plant is a surface water treatment 

plant, utilizing the San Lorenzo River, Majors Creek, Laguna Creek, Reggiardo 

Creek, and Loch Lomond Reservoir for water supply. The Urban Water 

Management Plan (City of Santa Cruz 2016) is the guiding plan for the City of 

Santa Cruz to manage urban water supplies for consumers. The plan includes a 

description of the water service area, water sources, conservation measures, 

improvement needs and an assessment for future demands. Implementation of 

the project would result in an increase in the efficiency of the plant to treat 

surface flows to provide drinking water for the City of Santa Cruz. Following project 

implementation, the GHWTP would operate at the same capacity and would 

predominately retain the same features as existing conditions. The GHWTP would 

continue to draw water from the Tait wells, which is groundwater under the 

influence of surface water. There would be no increase in the amount of water 

drawn from the Tait wells as a result of project implementation. 

Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would result in the improved 

efficiency of the GHWTP; however, the capacity and function of the plant would 

remain the same. The operations of the plant would continue to treat surface 

waters and would not impact groundwater quality or availability in any way. The 

GHWTP would continue to draw water from the Tait wells, which is groundwater 

under the influence of surface water. There would be no increase in the amount 

of water drawn from the Tait wells as a result of project implementation. 

Therefore, the project would support the overall goals of the Urban Water 

Management Plan to improve the efficiency of the current water treatment 

processes, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required.  

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Physically divide an established community; or 

b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any 

land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

a) Physically Divide an Established Community – No Impact. The GHWTP is 

located in a suburban/rural residential area, adjacent to a residential 

community and open space that supports large areas of rolling grasslands with 
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mature vegetation and trees, and the San Lorenzo River approximately 650 

feet west of the project area. All project construction activities and proposed 

improvements would be located within the GHTWP site, with the exception of 

construction-related vehicles traveling along Graham Hill Road. There would 

be no project features that would be introduced into the community that 

would alter adjacent land uses, or provide a barrier for movement between 

them. Therefore, the project would not physically divide an established 

community, and there would be no impact. 

b) Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plans – No Impact. The City of Santa Cruz 

land use designation for the project area is Community Facilities, and zoning is 

Public Facilities (PF). Implementation of the project would continue to support 

the GHWTP facilities and provide ongoing treatment of surface water for the 

City of Santa Cruz water supply. 

The project, which includes replacing degraded concrete water treatment tanks 

and associated infrastructure, is consistent with applicable plans and policies in 

relevant planning documents, including the City’s General Plan 2030 (2012a), 

the City of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Five Year Update 2017-2022 

(2017a), and the City of Santa Cruz 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (2016). 

The GHWTP is currently degraded, and the tanks and facilities proposed for 

replacement are beyond the years that they were intended for service. 

A variety of goals in the City’s General Plan 2030 (2012a) support the 

replacement and upkeep of water supply facilities, including goals CC3.4-

CC3.4.4, which state objectives to maintain the integrity of the water system 

through the modernization of water treatment plants and for the optimization 

and improvements of the water system. The City of Santa Cruz Local Hazard 

Mitigation Plan (2017a) emphasizes the importance of upgrading sewer, water, 

and other infrastructure to withstand seismic shaking, and notes that a water 

shortage can be caused due to infrastructure capacity and operating 

constraints. Additionally, the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (2016) 

underlines the importance that the GHWTP operates properly at all times to 

maintain water service.  

Impact Analysis. The proposed project would continue to support and improve 

water treatment processes, which are the existing land uses onsite; would 

improve the efficiency of the City’s water service; and would be consistent with 

applicable plans regarding water supply, treatment and infrastructure, as 

discussed above. The proposed project would remain in compliance with 

existing City of Santa Cruz General Plan land use designation and zoning, and 

would not comply with planning regulations and policies to continue to 

improve water reliability for the City. Therefore, there would be no impact.  
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 

would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 

recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or 

other land use plan? 

a, b) Loss of Mineral Resources – No Impact. The City of Santa Cruz is primarily 

developed. There are no mines, areas of known mineral resources or 

designated areas for mineral resource preservation within the City or the 

General Plan 2030 Planning Area (City of Santa Cruz 2012a). The City zoning for 

the project area is Public Facilities (PF), a zone that does not support mineral 

resource overlays.  

Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would not result in the loss of 

availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and 

the residents of the state, nor result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 

mineral resource recovery site delineation on a local general plan, specific plan, 

or other land use plan, as there are no known mineral resources that have been 

identified within the City of Santa Cruz. There would be no impact. 

13. NOISE.  

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Result in the generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess 

of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, 

or applicable standards of other agencies;  

b. Result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 

groundborne noise levels; or  

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport 

land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 

miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

a) Increase in Substantial Temporary or Permanent Noise – Less than Significant 

with Mitigation. The existing conditions within the project area include 

operational noise at the GHWTP (pumps, motors, aerators, generators), 
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maintenance noise (leafeblowers), vehicular noise along Graham Hill Road 

and residential nuisance noise (e.g., lawn mowers, vehicles, people talking, 

barking dogs). 

Impact Analysis. Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels 

throughout the project area and adjacent residential land uses. Construction 

equipment that is anticipated for use includes loaders and backhoes, 

excavators, pavers, compactors, graders, cranes, and concrete pumps. 

However, due to the limited size of the construction area in each phase of 

construction, only a few pieces of equipment would operate simultaneously at 

any given time. Noise levels from the anticipated construction fleet were 

determined based on typical equipment noise levels determined by the FHWA 

Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM). The two noisiest pieces of 

construction equipment (grader and compactor) anticipated for the project 

were assumed to operate simultaneously in the same location, and would 

have the potential to generate noise levels up to 83.5 dBA at 50 feet from the 

construction site (the distance of the nearest sensitive receptor). 

Although the project is exempt from the City noise ordinance, the project 

would comply with the ordinance in order to minimize impacts to adjacent 

land uses throughout the construction of the project. Section 9.36.010 of the 

City’s noise ordinance prohibits offensive noise between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 

and 8:00 a.m. within 100 feet of a building used for sleeping purposes, or which 

would disturb people within hearing distance of the noise. Section 9.36.010(c) 

exempts construction noise from the ordinance between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 

a.m. if permitted by the City to alleviate traffic impacts, or is required due to 

project completion time constraints. The residences surrounding the project 

area are located in the County of Santa Cruz. Chapter 8.30 (Noise) of the 

Santa Cruz County Code establishes noise regulations in Santa Cruz County. 

Section 8.30.010 of the County’s Code states that “offensive noise” shall not be 

permitted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. Section 8.30.010 of 

the County Code states that daytime noise that exceeds 75 db at the property 

line of the property from which the sound is broadcast should be considered 

offensive. The ordinance also states that the necessity of the noise should be 

taken into consideration in determining whether a noise is in violation of the 

code (8.30.010(C)(5)). 

As described in the Project Description, construction of the project would occur 

during daylight hours, which would be consistent with the City and County noise 

ordinances. Construction noise would be temporary and intermittent, and noise 

levels would fluctuate throughout the day, and would vary day to day. 

Construction noise would potentially be considered a nuisance to the surrounding 

residences in the County. As discussed in the Project Description, a number of noise 

measures would be implemented throughout project construction activities to 
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minimize impacts on adjacent land uses, including the addition of the Construction 

Contact, ongoing communication with neighbors regarding upcoming 

construction activities and measures to utilize the best technology and placement 

of equipment to minimize noise impacts, to the greatest extent practical, 

generated through the project. Although the construction noise would be 

temporary in nature, the proposed upgrades would be implemented over the 

course of two and a half years, resulting in a disturbance in ambient noise for 

neighboring residences. Therefore, this impact would be significant. Through 

implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Preparation and Implementation of a 

Noise Control Plan for Construction Activities, this impact would be reduced to a 

less than significant level with mitigation. 

 The project would replace deteriorating existing GHWTP facilities with similar 

facilities. The anticipated operational noise level from the replacement 

structures, including additional pump stations, and electrical and other new 

equipment, would be similar to the existing noise level and is not considered 

a significant source of additional operational noise. Thus, the project would 

not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels or 

expose people to noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s 

General Plan and Noise Ordinance (Chapter 9.36). Therefore, the impact 

from operational noise would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required. 

 Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Preparation and Implementation of a Noise Control 

Plan for Construction Activities. The City will require, through the project 

construction contract specifications, that the construction contractor submit to 

the City for review and approval a Noise Control Plan prepared by a qualified 

noise consultant at least 28 days prior to the onset of construction activities. A 

qualified noise and vibration consultant is defined as a Board Certified Institute of 

Noise Control Engineering member or other qualified consultant or engineer 

approved by the City. The Noise Control Plan shall present noise control measures 

and Noise Performance Standards to ensure compliance with the standards 

established by the City noise ordinance and Santa Cruz County noise regulations. 

The City shall be responsible for ensuring that the construction contractor design 

and implements noise control measures correctly and that the construction 

activities comply with the project Noise Performance Standards. 

b) Groundborne Vibration or Noise Levels – Less than Significant. Land uses that 

are considered vibration-sensitive3 (in which groundborne vibration could 

potentially interfere with operations or equipment) include hospitals and 

                                                 
3  Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Office of Planning and Environment. 2018. Transit Noise & Vibration 

Impact Assessment. September 2018. 
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research operations. The land use surrounding the project is residential, which is 

not considered a vibration sensitive land use.  

The main concern associated with groundborne vibration is individual 

residential annoyance. The Federal Transportation Authority (FTA) has published 

vibration impact criteria to determine whether vibration would potentially result 

in an annoyance to residents. Construction vibration is subject to the FTA’s 

infrequent event criteria because operation of vibration-generating equipment 

is anticipated to be intermittent throughout the day in the vicinity of an 

individual receptor. Residences fall into FTA Land Use Category 2, which is a 

receptor where people normally sleep. The FTA identifies 80 VdB as the 

generation level from infrequent events that would potentially disturb residents.  

Impact Analysis. The project, which includes replacement of existing water 

treatment facilities, including the additional pump stations, and electrical and 

other new equipment, would not result in a substantial increase in any new 

permanent groundborne vibration or noise. However, construction activities 

would result in a limited amount of groundborne vibration and noise. Table 6 

presents typical vibration levels that would be expected at a distance of 25 feet 

and 45 feet from standard construction equipment, similar to what would be 

required for the project. Although a large bulldozer is not anticipated to be 

required for construction, it is included below to present a worst-case 

conservative estimate for construction equipment. Vibration levels, even for the 

worst-case conservative estimate, would be below 80 VdB beyond 45 feet from 

the construction area.  

Table 6. Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Approximate VdB at 25 feet Approximate VdB at 45 feet(1) 

Large Bulldozer 87 79 

Loaded Trucks 86 78 

Source: FTA 2018. 

Notes:  

 (1) Based on the formula VdB = VdB(25 feet) – 30log(d/25) provided by the FTA (2018). 

 The nearest residential property lines are located approximately 50 feet from 

the project area. Vibration levels beyond 45 feet from the construction area 

would be below the 80 VdB threshold for infrequent events that would 

potentially disturb residents. Therefore, the project would not result in exposure 

of person to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required.  

c) Project Located near Airport – No Impact. The project area is not located 

within an area for which an airport land use plan has been developed, nor 
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within two miles or the general vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip. 

There would be no impact. 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 

indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure; or 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.  

a) Induce Population Growth – No Impact. The project includes the replacement of 

concrete water treatment tanks and associated equipment and facilities at the 

GHWTP, which currently has the hydraulic capacity of processing up to 24 million 

gallons of water per day. Replacement of these tanks would cause no 

expansion in the capacity for the facility. Therefore, the project would not supply 

additional potable water, and would not induce substantial population growth 

in the area, either directly or indirectly, as water the water supplied by the 

GHWTP would remain the same. There would be no impact.  

b) Displace Housing or People – No Impact. The project would not displace 

existing housing nor people, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere. There would be no impact. 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

 Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 

provision of new or physically altered facilities, the construction of 

which could cause significant impacts, in order to maintain 

acceptable service for a) fire protection, b) police protection, c) 

schools, d) parks, or e) other public facilities. 

a, b) Increased Demand for Fire and Police Protection – No Impact. The project area 

includes the existing water treatment plant and associated facilities, an access 

road on the property site, and nearby parking lot for construction staging. Public 

services in the project area include fire protection from the Santa Cruz Fire 

Department and police protection from the City of Santa Cruz Police 

Department and Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Department. The project would 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -85- March 2019 

replace degraded water treatment equipment and structures, would not 

increase the capacity of the water services provides, and would not result in 

population growth or the need for additional public services, including fire and 

police protection. The project would not result in any uses that would generate 

the need for additional fire or police services, which would result in adverse 

effects on response times and service ratios. There would be no impact.  

c-e) Increased Demand for Schools, Parks and Other Public Services – No Impact. 

Implementation of the project would result in the continued provision of potable 

water for the City‘s service area by the GHWTP and would not result in an increase 

in the water supplied. Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in 

an increase in the general population within the City that would require additional 

schools, parks or other public services. There would be no impact. 

16. RECREATION. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Increase the use of existing parks or recreational facilities such that 

substantial physical deterioration would occur or be accelerated; or  

b. Include recreational facilities or require construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect 

on the environment. 

a, b) Increase Use of or Require Expansion of Recreational Facilities – No Impact. 

Implementation of the project would result in the continued provision of potable 

water for the City‘s service area by the GHWTP and would not result in an 

increase in the water supplied. Therefore, implementation of the project would 

not result in an increase in the general population within the City that would 

result in increased use and degradation, or the need for expanded recreational 

opportunities or facilities within the City. There would be no impact. 

17. TRANSPORTATION. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities; 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, 

subdivision (b); 
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c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature 

(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 

(e.g., farm equipment; or 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access. 

a) Conflict with Applicable Plans and Policies – Less than Significant. Graham Hill 

Road provides access to the project area, with a driveway leading west into 

the GHWTP from the roadway. The road is two lanes wide adjacent to the site, 

and there are bicycle lanes along both shoulders of the roadway. There are no 

local bus routes or pedestrian trails and/or walkways located along Graham Hill 

Road adjacent to the site. 

Applicable plans and policies for transportation within the City include the 

City’s General Plan 2030 (2012a) and the Active Transportation Plan (2017b), 

which both encourage mobility within the City of Santa Cruz. The project area 

is surrounded by Santa Cruz County, through which transportation is planned 

under the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s 2040 

Regional Transportation Plan. Implementation of the project would not result in 

any changes along Graham Hill Road, or any public roadways, that would 

conflict with policies within this plan to continue to provide safe and effective 

travel routes throughout the County. However, throughout project 

implementation, construction vehicles would be present in higher frequency 

along Graham Hill Road for the thirty (30) month construction period.  

Impact Analysis. Project construction would result in an increase of 

construction-related vehicles using Graham Hill Road and surrounding 

roadways. As described in the Project Description construction BMPs, a Traffic 

Control Plan would be prepared and implemented through the County 

encroachment permit process. Throughout project construction, both lanes of 

Graham Hill Road would remain open, and the bike lanes along both shoulders 

would not be restricted. Project staging and construction related parking 

would occur onsite at the GHWTP, to the greatest extent feasible. In the event 

that offsite staging would be required to support the project, workers would be 

shuttled to the project area to minimize impacts on local roadways. As such, 

construction of the project is not anticipated to create a significant traffic 

increase along Graham Hill Road.  

Following project completion, the GHWTP would continue operation, and 

traffic generated by employees would be the same as existing conditions. The 

project area would retain the same land use, supporting the GHWTP, and site 

access and workforce at the plant would remain the same. Therefore, the 

project would not conflict with the existing transportation infrastructure, or a 

program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the local circulation system, 
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including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and this impact 

would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

b) Conflict with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) or (b)(2) – Less 

than Significant. As discussed for (a), implementation of the proposed project 

would not change operational activities that currently occur at the GHWTP, 

and the number of employees and vehicle use would not increase. Land use 

would remain the same, and no changes to the existing circulation system are 

proposed or would occur as a result of project implementation. There would be 

minor increase in construction-related vehicles using the roadway; however, 

implementation of the project traffic control plan that would be developed 

through the County encroachment permit process would ensure that access 

was retained in an efficient manner along County roadways. Therefore, there 

would be no long-term change to vehicle miles travelled and no conflict with 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) or (b)(2). This impact would 

be less than significant.  

c) Increase Hazards due to Design Feature – No Impact. The project does not 

include any design features that would substantially increase transportation 

related hazards, such as sharp curves, dangerous intersections, or incompatible 

land uses. The project includes an access road repair that would widen the 

interior roadway to the lower portion of the GHWTP, improving accessibility for 

construction vehicles, emergency vehicles and operational support vehicles. 

Therefore, there would be no impact.  

d) Inadequate Emergency Access – Less than Significant. Implementation of the 

project would not result in any changes to Graham Hill Road, or access to the 

GHWTP or adjacent land uses. The project includes the expansion of the access 

road that would widen the interior roadway to the lower portion of the GHWTP. 

This would improve access for large vehicles, including emergency service 

vehicles and operational support vehicles.  

Impact Analysis. Throughout project implementation, Graham Hill Road would 

remain open; however, an increase in slow-moving construction vehicles may 

be present on the road that could delay or obstruct the movement of 

emergency vehicles within the general vicinity of the project area. As 

described in the Project Description, the project includes the implementation 

of a Traffic Control Plan that would be developed through the County 

encroachment permit process, which would include notifying emergency 

service providers of construction activities and retaining emergency access at 

all times within and surrounding the project area. Therefore, this impact would 

be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

 Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 

feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 

the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 

value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: (a) listed or eligible 

for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 

5020.1(k); or (b) a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 

and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to 

criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. 

a, b) Adverse Change in Significance of Tribal Cultural Resources – Less than 

Significant. In accordance with Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), CEQA was amended 

to mandate consultation with California Native American tribes during the 

CEQA process to determine whether a proposed project would have impacts 

on Tribal Cultural Resources, because California tribes are experts in their Tribal 

Cultural Resources and heritage. Therefore, in compliance with AB 52, the City 

of Santa Cruz initiated consultation with tribes, and consultation is concluded 

when the City of Santa Cruz and the tribes agree on appropriate mitigation 

measures to mitigate and/or avoid any significant impacts. 

 In March 2018, Albion mailed project initiation letters on behalf of the City, 

including a project map and description, to the following Native American 

contact listed for the City of Santa Cruz’s geographic area of jurisdiction by 

the NAHC.  

 Irene Zwierlein, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista 

 Patrick Orozco, Costanoan Ohlone Rumsen-Mutsen Tribe 

 Rosemarv Cambra, Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area 

 Ann Marie Savers, Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan  

 Responses from the Tribes included Irene Zwierlein of the Ohlone-Costanoan 

Tribe recommends an archaeologist be present for all ground disturbing 

activities associated with the project. Ann Marie Sayers of the Indian Canyon 

Mutsun Band of the Costanoan Tribe has no specific comments.  

 Surveys performed by qualified archaeologists (Albion 2019) determined that 

the overall sensitivity of the project area to support cultural and/or tribal 

cultural resources was low, and the potential discovery of unknown resources 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -89- March 2019 

through ground disturbing activities would also be low. Through 

implementation of the cultural resources BMPs identified in the Project 

Description, appropriate training would be undertaken by construction crews 

to identify resources if they were discovered throughout project 

implementation, and appropriate measures would be undertaken to preserve 

and/or protect these resources. Therefore, a qualified archaeologist would 

not be present for monitoring throughout project implementation, but 

appropriate measures would be undertaken to preserve and/or protect any 

discovered cultural and tribal cultural resources.  

Impact Analysis. There are no resources that have been listed in the California 

Register of Historic Resources, or in a local register of historic resources as defined 

in Public Resources Code, Section 5020.1(k). Also refer to Section 5, Cultural 

Resources. AB 52 established that a substantial adverse change to a Tribal 

Cultural Resource would have a significant impact on the environment. Based 

on archival and field-based research of the GHWTP, it is not anticipated that 

tribal resources would be impacted through project implementation. However, 

there always remains the potential for ground-disturbing activities to expose 

and/or impact unknown tribal cultural resources. Through the implementation of 

cultural resources BMPs that have been included in the Project Description, the 

potential discovery of tribal cultural resources would be accounted for through 

the preservation and/or protection of any resources inadvertently discovered 

through project implementation. Therefore, this impact would be less than 

significant on tribal historic resources. No mitigation would be required. 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 

expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, 

electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 

construction or relocation of which could cause significant 

environmental effects; 

b. Not have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and 

reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and 

multiple dry years; 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 

which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate 

capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to 

the provider’s existing commitments; 
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d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in 

excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 

attainment of solid waste reduction goals; or 

e. Fail to comply with federal, state, and local management and 

reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

a, b) Relocation or Construction of Services or Insufficient Water Supplies – Less than 

Significant. The GHWTP provides the City‘s service area with 95% of its potable 

water and can process up to 24 million gallons of water per day. Once the 

project is complete, there would be no change in the water supply level of 

service or capacity of the plant; although, the operational efficiency and 

reliability of the system would be improved.  

 Impact Analysis. The City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (2016) 

emphasizes the importance that the GHWTP operates properly at all times to 

maintain water service. The proposed project would not substantially increase 

the service capacity, would not require the construction or relocation of new 

or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric 

power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, which could cause 

significant environmental effects. The project would improve the efficiency of 

the City’s water service and would ensure the City continues to have reliable 

access to water resources, which is considered beneficial to the City of Santa 

Cruz. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required.  

c) Adequate Wastewater Capacity – No Impact. Implementation of the project 

would not result in a change in the land use at the GHWTP, and services provided 

by the plant would remain unchanged. There would be no increase in the 

amount of wastewater produced by the plant and, therefore, no impact on the 

capacity of the City of Santa Cruz to treat wastewater. There would be no impact.  

d) Generation of Solid Waste in Excess of Standards or Capacity – Less than 

Significant. The project area is served by the City of Santa Cruz Resource 

Recovery Facility, located 3 miles north of the City limits at 605 Dimeo Lane. This 

facility includes a sanitary landfill, recycling center, and green waste drop-off 

facility. The landfill complies with all conditions set by the California Integrated 

Waste Management Board, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

and the Monterey Bay Air Pollution Control District, and the facility has the 

capacity to receive waste until approximately 2052 (City of Santa Cruz 2012a).  

 Impact Analysis. Project construction would generate demolition waste from 

removal of the existing concrete water tanks. Expected materials include 

concrete, metal, and construction related debris. As described in Section 9, 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, waste from demolition of the concrete water 

tanks and associated operational equipment would be comprised of concrete, 
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gunite, and steel, and may include hazardous materials, including lead. The 

Resource Recovery Facility has the ability and capacity to accept demolition 

and other construction-related solid waste generated by the project, included 

standard construction related hazardous materials, including lead. Therefore, 

solid waste generated by project implementation would be supported by the 

City facility or other approved facility. Once constructed, the project is not 

expected to generate solid waste beyond existing conditions. Therefore, this 

impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

e) Solid Waste Regulations – Less than Significant. As described above and in Section 

9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, project construction would generate 

demolition waste from removal of the tanks and associated operational 

equipment, which may include lead and other hazardous materials.  

Impact Analysis. As described in the Project Description construction BMPs, the 

project would comply with the project SWPPP and City’s Construction Work 

Best Management Practices, Chapter 4 of the Best Management Practices 

Manual for the City’s Storm Water Management Program (revised June 2014). 

This includes proper disposal of demolition waste, such as keeping demolition 

waste covered, and ensuring adequate space within the trucks as loads of the 

demolished materials are transported to Santa Cruz Resource Recovery Facility 

or other approved facility, including hazardous materials. Therefore, this impact 

would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 

20. WILDFIRE.  

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan; 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire 

risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant 

concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire; 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure 

(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or 

other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in 

temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment; or 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 

downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 

instability, or drainage changes. 

a) Impair an Emergency Plan or Evacuation Plan – Less than Significant. The 

project would be contained within the GHWTP, and would not interfere with 
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roadway traffic on Graham Hill Road once construction is complete. As 

described in Section 17, Transportation, there would be a minor amount of 

increased construction-related traffic that would be accounted for within the 

project Traffic Control Plan that would be developed through the County 

encroachment permit process.  

Improvements to the access road within the GHWTP would improve access to 

the lower portion of the plant, improving access for emergency vehicles. 

Project implementation would not interfere with the City of Santa Cruz 

Emergency Operations Plan (2013b) or Santa Cruz County Operational Area 

Emergency Management Plan which directs City and County officials during 

major emergencies, such as a wildfire. As a result, the impact would be less 

than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

b)  Expose Occupants to Wildfire Pollutants or Uncontrolled Spread of Wildfire – Less 

than Significant. The project includes the replacement of degraded water 

treatment concrete tanks, related equipment, and the expansion of the 

access road leading to the lower level of the GHWTP. The project area is 

located in an area zoned for Public Facilities (PF), and is surrounded by 

residential and urban land uses, interspersed with mature vegetation and open 

space. The project area and surrounding lands are located in a Local 

Responsibility Area (LRA) designated as a LRA Moderate Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone for wildland fires (CAL FIRE 2007).  

 Impact Analysis. The project does not include the construction of housing or any 

other structures for residency. Following project completion, the water treatment 

plant would support similar structures, including the additional of an electrical 

building. Therefore, wildfire risks would remain largely the same, and would not 

expose people to further risks associated with pollutant concentrations from a 

wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, the impact would be 

less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

c)  Require Infrastructure that may Exacerbate Fire Risk – Less than Significant. As 

described above, the project includes the replacement of degraded concrete 

water tanks and associated equipment to maintain the potable water supply in 

City of Santa Cruz, including the additional of an electrical building. The project 

is located in an area designated for moderate fire hazard risk (CAL FIRE 2007). 

 Impact Analysis. The project would be constructed in accordance with the current 

CBC, including all fire protection codes. The project does not include the addition 

of new roads; however, the access road within the GHWTP would be expanded to 

support construction traffic, resulting in conditions more suitable for emergency 

vehicle access. There would be no installation of fuel breaks, emergency water 

sources, power lines, or other new utilities as a result of project implementation. 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -93- March 2019 

Therefore, the project would not result in the addition of risks, and this impact would 

be less than significant. No mitigation would be required.  

d)  Expose People or Structures to Significant Downslope Flooding or Landslide Risks 

as a Result of Post-Fire Slope Instability, or Drainage Changes – Less than 

Significant. The GHWTP includes steep sloping areas that support natural downhill 

drainage throughout the project area. Through project implementation, 

construction of up to five (5) retaining walls for slope support along site edges 

and along the access road would occur to minimize potential landslide and 

erosion risks associated with project implementation. Although an increase in 

impermeable surfaces would occur through project implementation, a drainage 

plan would be prepared for the project in accordance with the requirements of 

the grading permit and SWPPP that would be obtained for the project. 

Therefore, no significant changes in drainage patterns are anticipated as a result 

of the project, and the project area would be similar in nature to existing 

conditions following project implementation. 

 Impact Analysis. Implementation of the project would not considerably expose 

people or structures to risks including downslope or downstream flooding or 

landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes, 

as the site would be improved with the addition of five (5) retaining walls and 

implementation of a drainage plan to stabilize an area that is currently at risk 

for landslides. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would 

be required.  

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), State CEQA 

Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz plans and policies, and agency and professional 

standards, a project impact would be considered significant if the project would: 

a. Have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the 

environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-

sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 

substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 

endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 

major periods of California history or prehistory; 

b. Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 

incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 

connection with the effects of the past projects, the effects of other 

current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.); or  

c. Have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  
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a) Potential to Degrade the Quality of the Environment and Adversely Affect 

Biological or Cultural Resources – Less Than Significant with Mitigation. The 

discussions presented in the Biological Resources and Geology/Soils discussions 

above address the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 

wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 

plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare 

or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 

periods of California history or prehistory. 

The following mitigation has been included to reduce potential effects on 

these resources to a level below significance.  

 Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Creation and Management of an Off-Site 

Mitigation Area (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Revegetate the Area of Temporary Habitat Loss 

with Native Sandhills Plants (Habitat Conservation Plan Implementation) 

 Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Stop Work in the Event of Unexpected 

Paleontological Resources or Unique Geological Features during 

Construction 

As a result of this evaluation, there is no substantial evidence that, after 

mitigation, significant effects associated with this project would result. 

Therefore, the project impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

b) Cumulative Considerable Impacts – Less Than Significant with Mitigation. 

Currently, the GHWTP is beginning a projected 10-year process to upgrade the 

overall facility that will change and modernize the water treatment process at 

the plant for the City of Santa Cruz. Currently there are two projects in the early 

planning phases of development: in-kind replacement of the flocculators and 

tube settlers. These projects also include repairing concrete walls and upgrades 

to the sedimentation basins. These projects are exempt from CEQA. The 

proposed project also includes accommodations to facilitate the inclusion of a 

future UV disinfection and solids dewatering facility. In addition to project 

specific impacts, this evaluation considered the potential incremental effects 

of the project that could contribute to a significant cumulative impact. The 

significant cumulative impacts to which the project would contribute are air 

quality, greenhouse gas/climate change, noise and traffic.  

Both air quality and greenhouse gas analyses presented in the Air Quality and 

Greenhouse Gas discussions above are cumulative in nature in that the 

analysis of individual impacts is undertaken in the context of the air quality 

basin and global climate change arena, respectively. The short-term 

construction emissions would be minimized through construction BMPs 

described in the Project Description, and the project would not exceed MBARD 



 

Graham Hill WTP Concrete Tanks Replacement Project  -95- March 2019 

emissions thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, the project would not 

result in a considerable contribution to significant cumulative impacts for air 

quality and greenhouse gas. 

Noise minimizing BMPs would be implemented through the project to minimize 

impacts to neighboring land uses, including the provision of a Construction 

Coordinator to provide project information to interested parties, and to provide 

an ongoing evaluation of which noise reducing features provide the greatest 

decrease in noise levels leaving the project area. It is anticipated that the City 

will continue to work with neighboring land uses to implement project specific 

noise related BMPs to minimize impacts. Through the course of the 

implementation of various projects, this impact may be significant, as the 

accumulation of projects may result in a substantial increase in construction 

related noise. For the purposes of the proposed project, implementation of the 

noise related BMPs and Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Preparation and 

Implementation of a Noise Control Plan for Construction Activities would result 

in construction related noise that would have a less than significant impact on 

neighboring land uses. Through implementation of each of the proposed 

projects, the City will continue to monitor projected construction related noise 

levels to ensure that thresholds for noise are maintained, or additional 

mitigation measures will be added to these projects to minimize, to the 

greatest level practicable, noise impacts to neighboring land uses.  

As presented in the Transportation discussion above, none of the roads 

providing access to the project area are expected to be significantly affected 

by project implementation. Short term impacts that would occur during 

construction would be minimized through the traffic control plan, as described 

in the Project Description.  

Therefore, the project would not result in a considerable contribution to 

significant cumulative impacts, and the impact would be less than significant 

with mitigation through the inclusion of Mitigation Measure NOI-1: Preparation 

and Implementation of a Noise Control Plan for Construction Activities to 

minimize construction related noise impacts. 

c) Adverse Effects on Human Beings – Less Than Significant. The potential for 

adverse direct or indirect effects to human beings was considered in the 

evaluation of environmental impacts above. Based on this evaluation, project 

construction activities would not expose hazardous materials associated with 

demolition and removal of the existing tanks and treatment facilities, as the 

existing infrastructure that would include provisions to appropriately handle and 

remove all hazardous materials that may be associated with construction debris. 

Through implementation of the construction BMPs for Air Quality and Water 

Quality identified in the Project Description, the project would not cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings related to the control of dust and 
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nuisance odors from the project area. The project would increase the efficiency 

of the water treatment plant and improve the reliability of the City’s water 

source, which would have a beneficial effect on human beings. Therefore, the 

impact would be less than significant. No mitigation would be required. 
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